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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA; EXTRAORDINARY 


[Paki id—5h[\41 


(iii) fTT TFR ^ WT ^^^JcTTsff ^I?r ^ T? W t f^F 

cW4?l 31%^ ■§■, ulslf^b \itl0l ^*1c1 uldl ■!■ I SToTTcTr, if Wciltf) "irPTr Tff^ ‘^^TcTTV 

^5TT^ f, f^mflcl TTRfFM if ^ RRR if ^ ^TN FETEn EnifTT t 1 

(iv) ^^rrrfr ^ ^ if- w efc fcEm fp f% ami if ■ett^ if t (wr 

TTTir RI’^'N Tf*IT ^^lol cF Pt04“l 3I3?fiET T? c|(pdl ^ cTETcT T^f tSJET if gE 

if TTFcTrfcRT TWfETT 'EFTTT aTTcTTiRF eVll | 


2 2 ERMT^I -3^ eft if ErTE tEETSlt E?r 3I^'tj4f if TT7f|ER/Ef^?ftEFT ETT^ 

cFT ETcTTE f^ETT "t 


(i) ra^^FIlifl ^ ^ TTEE it EtFT '^Emaft ETt 


Tf?frfSrfT ‘E'i'il ET ■RTETT fffEIT EET t — 


ET.RT 

EER} EtE 

1 

1 

i 

^Eiaft Eft ER 



aiTftE?! 

Rte 



ERfEH 

ERElf^ 

1. 

3000 EE afR \3EE arfRtET ETR ?I'IIE1 Hid 

(EW#ER EkEatf Eit WtEER) 

17 

20 

2. 

10 EE aftR ERkf atf^TE) ET^ ERg 3000 EE Rt ERE Elet 
fckETEF^f EtcT (EUeflHIR EkEatf EE WfeER) 

12 

14 

3 

EIRE ^ ETER i> EEE) Rf 311^ ET^ EIHElIkE RE atET EiRfE) 
d-flT Rl Ecii| HI<?1 cT’-Jl, Hlcpill, RftEEg aftR E^ EWig 

12 

14 


(ii) ?Tfir ?T€m Et?ff ET ittFI -^ETatt Et ■-fRTlEH EE fTf atTSET ET ^g^tTE Eff t fcP ct€PI 
^ ET EEpETf if ^ ^ WT if E€tE EEEt aTFFRcT ETT^ ^ EtTE ^ Wfft ET Ef^;>?T 
EETE E^ET I 

(lii) E?R '^EcTTaft E?f aiJTfJ^ if W^RflT^ ^ IFE TfO 4 ET -1997 if f^EToft SjiiRel E?f E^ sft, fyTTFf 
EEEf E?t ^ 3fk 7frxrEiff€l ^ 4tE Eetif ET^ eM 7^ TTEE if ^ 

^ EEE ■^EEFj ETETEf t^lEff^E f^tl EET 2IT I E? EtcfcT EEMt^t afR ^^TEEiftfl Ef ^TE EcTE 4T^ 
iM ET eTT^ ET afR tcftE oOTER aT?TET E€fE SOTET^ if FTE Em aFEt EEEt ^ atlif ETFt ETcft 
^ TTEE if FIF^ E^f ET I EIR'IERE R'^TEftSTl Eif EffEETf E^ m, EEtfiF fE'^ eRoTTEETEE 
Et^ Eif EE^PfM mt aff?lRc)E •gEEH TRET EE T?T ET 1 ETTETT ETEE #> EE mf&ETEEt EE RtEERE 
ErR ^ ETEETE EE PiMigElV Tr?ft1?tE ERE EE EE-ETE fcF'El ^ — 

"RkfE^r^r E?t ETET EETE ER^ ^^rEt EE, Ef^ RtRff EEEEEET E^ EIE EEfnMf E?t ETET EETET 
'^, cTE '^<T4141c?t E?t afgg^l argflR ETT EE arFft ETTE Rjcng el' 114 EfTTEff | EtER EE'fT'fRf 
afR ufkl-l^lcff E) ^tE EE*!! E^t gRT^ E^-tA E?tT gE^ SRR TffET E 4l6'i E RT^ ET^ ETrlf 
EE EE^EE RgEJ^ aigER EtTE ^EETE EEJR E?f RTEff I” 

(iv) EE^FM if ^ TTEE if TfTW ?fR EE aTEETE EE^ El^ ETfifERE ERT Elfttl aiTEEl EE anElRcT Rr 
^ER ER^ ETEE eIcIE gcEEfifa EgFE? ^ gE- EfTErfE ETEE if EfEETE TTififR ERR EE '•ft 
ERETE RbiJI "t I 

(v) ERE ^EEiafr Eff argg;^ if RPfr arRI ErtEIE ETEEim E^'f EETE RRif EE ERETE t 1 

3.1 EEMt^f EE EREIE aik TEE EEI Ed faff/ERE EETEETaff m EfrfkrffT fifEETff ETf EEEff 

f^cqftJyifr fkg EWfkE tipET EET ejT 1 EE^ TJTET EE RERTET ^ f^E EEf t 


111 — 
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'Jlc(l6'«nH7l 4 tI'1 '^I'H 

(i) 3S^ ^ 4^ 3rfT^,i989 4 ?wfaif^ 4 yli7^T4\€r ^ 3 tt4 

4lTff ^ 4rTj^(M irpt ^Traralf c^ anm cr^ ^ir ^ t afR v^r^TtM ^ ^ ^ 

W] t I 

(u) TTTf^rtM 3Rf4t 4 ^ ^ iRcTRi tR ^ afNf% ^ t i rieiTf^r. 4iTj^i4t^r 4 

4 qxT^ 4 ^sit ^ 50 % ^i?r ^ ^ 3 PT 4 Wr^ ^ ^ci ^cjmr t i 

i?H4y4r^i 4f ^RRi^ ^4l 3T4taTT ^fR4 iiJT aig^t^T l^nn t, cirr ^ ?^eR ^ ^ ^tr" ^ir? 

^ t I 

(ni) i 7 »T 4 Wt<ff 4 f 4 )RT t 7 mf 4 w 4 ^ t, f^R 41 RfRi 4 ^fmt^RT ^ tj^rr 

■fPRi f4#^ f^fir afk f^'cpW T'fsrRiR ^ sra4t cuodT tURT 4 rs" =fR f^Ri w 1 1 
^1? nrfSr^fRvr tir^^r aiif^-^fRRiffl' ^ 44 ^4) ^^fcrifecr 444 4 ?^3 rri4 ^ rttr-r^cttr 

TRkTT ^ I 

gi4^ ftif^Rr 'R4%??Fr (^Rnjen?) 

(i) HR44f 3Rtj 4 6% 4 cTiffe afran ^ r^ 4 gq f4if4 g4 (fWl 4 4^tR) 

4 Rxi-^ 4 lfcTT 3 TT R RfR“RT 36 '’,, ■q 4 ijf^ 4 I 5 % 4^1 eTT^ ?t 4 4 , 1 s'h 414 c 4 ^ lTOTTf 4 cT 
■t^4 4 3RiT4r t-iwi 19'%, 4 p4 I 

(ii) ^tRT 4 R?i 4 14^ ^itj mr am aiR 4 ^it 4 4 4 i 4mT34 4 irmfcR 44m 4 

^ '■tt 4 arfmiv 4 m 4 r 34 3i Tym anf^' 4 mi f444i f^-e44 ^etr4 

RT 'TORI 4n:m4 mr f4a44T f47iTf4l7fr ^ f4ii4cT $ i 

(ill) ’R1R 4 mR«T R (RT^ qfm-f fan t i ^rt44441 srt f4)RT mr Pi4>4''i 441 

RT RIRilR i}, Wlfcjv 41 9TH'/<5f4'lel <PT '’Jef ‘I’l4 4 I 

(i\) Rk'^< 4 / TUTTTI'ilfMi'l n aim 7 j |4 4 ldT 41 Rr 4 b' miT R? qTRT 4 ^ 13 # 4 50 % ' 4 T ^im 3 .m 4 M 

■c5f q=RdT Mm i4 I 'i4 1994 ■(■f 4v44r41/4i^RTOT^4141 4 mrm 4 ’n^l ^ 4 encroj;^ 

4 ^ 1 :^ aildfRii 4'‘ii f 44 mr aiR qlcfl 4 arum 4 ^ 4 gmr m 4 nM 4 m 'R4 arf^n'R 

til ^NJT ?T<iT I 

(v) wfciTftcT 'm fl75 <Rm mi4l4l/mRi3n4414 4 m-mg 3 Wt4 4 4 ■»ti 4 ci44m4 

FT'tl I 53[Ri thh 41 Jrrar mn 5^ 4 tr(T 4 4v-!jf4w4f 4r Rim i 

(vi) \'TR5R 4i md4i41/mii-faTT^'!441 41 ^ Tig'll RTcfRm 4 r 4 4 f4f44cT m4 41 4rmT 

^ aik ^h4Y41c 4 m dm ark jj44t aRwim ^ ^4m m4 4 '>4^ f^mfr t i ?^44 r, 
RRT—im; RRid R fmfi 4 'jte 4 ^ 4 reit r^ 441 i 

?f%m 4m (ail445-41) 

-3Tk 33 454441 4 TCTid R? 4t4 km'll R4i t i 

3 2 aR^RR4l 4 ?4 EiikpHT m B-eiW 4^, mfrr, ^g^an^rim. 3i4mRT4 afk trr43t4 

4 rRk fmrfmr htrt d4 t i 

3 3 wfRT 43jmi3Ti ■* mrm f4PT4' afk vim44 ^ UTRT i34r>' 14441 41 m 44 ipt 4441 41 4te-45 

4 m 4 441 »4 41 I 
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THE GAZETTE OF rNDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Py\Ki in—S ec 4] 


4.1 RTcTRf ^ ^aTT iK, ^ R^^TFT 14^ ^ ^TT RTf^FF^ SKI 

f^Rirf^ RTR ^ 315^ RT^ RT^ RTT STJ#! fW W SIT I RtT^ 3lk ^ ^fFF5 RTTshfTeTTRf 

TJSIRj (rll'ld f^RT^T WS^cl ^ '•ff fcfjRT TRT SIT 1 IjlsTlHltTl cfjfrnTlf f%^3Tt R? 3lRiRcKl 

RI^ SFT^ RR ^ 31^^ f^trsiT W SR I TJOTJ TR ^ gSRI PlHIjlTR t ■- 

(i) RTTR R?r TRanffsT RtRTRT/ITWR ^ 'ITrei FTHTarf^ 'H*T?fldl ^TTRR TT^ ^ RldmiTT ^ ^J^rf^RTR RTT 
3flf^ RITTRT 3TTRWRJ t I ^ ^ iJIcllHld RR 3T5RTR 3TFIT ^ ?PTcT RTTTRT 1 


(li) ?T^m ^ R?r ^FIRT ^ Rtifi R5T ITRIJRm I 

(ill) ?r^ tM Rd^ turn Rfr RR RRTTR ITTRT^IRTRT f^T^TcTf ^ 

fcTR'fld RT?RT ?t?TT t 1 "d^Uf %it RfiT ^f RTIR? 3TrMRT Tr^TRtTT -i^^lRjd ^ ^ srfSTRT STSTRTR 
RRT^ RT f^r^TTRrtt ^ ^ 3T^8n R5^ RrM R?! R?r RTT^ ^ I 

4.2 RigrR if, WTM ^ PlHf^Rild W^tRT^/3Tlrr^RtT ^ TRSI ftsjfRR RRR if 5IRRT 

RTcTTR IflQd f^TRT ^ :— 

(i) Rl^SMiidl RRt 3fN dtTlR Mid ^ 4Id R^ i| 3TR 100% 70"/o RR l^-ddl Rif SrfRRRRRTT d^ 

Rlfff% Mid—'d'lig RHT^ R^t ^STcR '(nM it 'dMi'dRd RTT^ dcTlM rTttT TTRST if MtTR 

tRdiq fSftTTRT^ MRT RIT^ RRJRRT ^ 44% m f^Flffel Ril R^ sfl 1 


(ii) MR^M5t^r ^ T?rRT-RTM Pi Ml Rid ^ RR ftTMR PlRRiHI t I MT^ RTTR 3IT?3MT^ f^TRRRTT 

RTTdT ^ sfN dR RMT?! 'Hsi'ItTR RlffRHT®f Rc^RT 'tldl PlRcl seTTRT ^ 3mR MM RT^Ri ^RT3lT 
^1 PWrftRT PtTRT RTTdT t I 

(iii) d^ Mid R?r gRTRT if ft^RTMT^ %T cpT TTMI^MId R^ 1999-2000 3?!? 2000-01 RRTRT: 52:48 

3fk 50:50 t I 

(iv) d^TR Mtdt MM Mdd ^MdiSjt if Pfidl RR Rl'A'd sfiM PIRcIRmi RTT STR^Rd M^ |f, ^ 

RFRM ^ d€lR RRMf R^ RW ^ Tdd ^ RRTMM MM wfrlRjd RdTR M1^ I MMMr€t d€lR 
RRmI^ if 3flM Rnft ■^MSRT Ml6d( I 


5. dcMTRId, MMfMM ^ dMT^ Md^ ^ ddM ^ ddl^d ftPpR %3Tt MM 3f1c T R R r1 MpRT/MM^lRTMd MRTd 

RRlif ^ 3T^[#r PtTRT MdT ST | MfdTM MM ^ ^ %3it MR MTTMTMT ^11^ fed MRT t ■- 

(i) ^ RTdTRTd if vfMRiM it 3TT^ RT^ Mid MTTRIMT ^ MtIIm, sflM ^ MtdT ^ ^ RTc?! 

3fTR Rif 3TdrM ’^f RdfdT 3f|RSMR> ^ | 

(ii) Mdldd RTTMd 3TfRT:t sIIm f^PTd dldd sfdRil f^TMTRTd RR 3TTSnM f 

(in) MdMfttM it Rd dSd M^ffRRM PRRT t RMsIRI ^311 Ri fcTJ SflRdR)’ RR Rfd^ ^MMtRJ 3fRr^ tl 
dMlfeTM, f^MlPid ''jjfl 3f)M PiMlRid MM 3TTR RR MRR>erR fWlM MtM Ml dd Rj|40<dlH fcTM 
RTMdT 3TTRMRRT t I 

(iv) Pldlfyld ■'jjft MM 18.5% R?f 3TTR R^t SI^MpI "4^ RTR RIR RTTMd f^RMd RSFT tjCCRi RdTRTR 3TTR 

70% sA M?tMT if STMrRTRI STRT^ RRlfdT t dR sffM ^ RR MMMTTR 44" R^ RRMd I 

(v) r 4 2000-01 (RTMdPlRT). 2001-02 (RRTd 3f^MH) 3flM 2002-2003 (i^Rf^HlPld) Rldff^ MMd 

if dlMd fctRMd I 

(vi) Mdd MT^ MRJRRT dM R?1 d^lffT R>M% R?I RRTTR MMJcRT MRdMT: MlSl'ldd RR 3TaiR ^ 7^ RRMd I 


6. MTT5T MdlRdT RltRd RR w4l‘i RTM^ RiM 3)jMlcId R^T RTt4 MlcH RjiJPlftT MTRpTd MR^ RTMTM MM 

MM414141 3flM 41 t;h4|41 ^ 41d ftdTRT 31 3rMMd,1989 r 4 RMdTfiTM PFRT MRT sT | ^MT RTMR RR MRi^d 18 RRRpRRd 



[MFTIII—•gTO4] 
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3r5>w ^ ^ gi ^an ^ siraw[ t i ^ ^ f¥^ t f?P 

^ ^•if ^ ^ ^ 3rf^ cFTTCJ ^ qrPT t^T 3 f ^7 1 ,'qtJltMl ^ ilf^ I 

?RT 4 'WI ^«1 ^?Tf^ t 1 % q? q?t TqftW c^ 1 ^ qqfnM cpT # ITOTiq ^ ^ t, qr^MI^ 
^ ^ 3 Tf?rsp ^ yc^Ti>: q?t t i ^ qqfrcM ^ ^nrar qqtqqr qrcqq ^ wf?fTT q^t 

YqffgTT qj qr^ ^ c^i^q^icTi grq qqnj nq qi^ ^ ^ f^aroft ^ qq an;^ f^qr qqr qr i 


7 . 1 . iq qrq^ ^f qq^W^t ftqqp i 3 3 rTCT. 200 i q^t w qgqq ^gqqr^ ^ aft | qgqq ^gqqr^ ?q 

Rit^qq ^ 3 TsqaT ^ qq^r^f ^ aqq ftrqqq qF qq^ ^ qn^, qq smr qq^ qqgq qrq^ ^ qrf^rRqq 
Mq qqr ^ RnfciRaq Rgsrf qq tqjq ^ qq 3 ?^^. ftpqr .- 

(i) q^qq^ Tt qq 'M ^ qqM^( qqq tqqraff ^ 50% qiqftq qqqq t 1 q? qTqFq qqq?r 

sffq ■i'If) qqqt ^ ^ftq ^ q^P qjqq qfq4 ^ 'jtqqpfr^t ski 1%qT qq ^ft i q? q^qq q4 
1989 ^ ^ I 0yK qqq tgu qqT c^ qrq qnftsq q?r qqppqqr ^ydi % i qrqqq, ^ qiqqt^r^t 

^ ^ q^ qq^tsq ^ qqqr? eq i qqMJi ^ sqTr qq? R^qy qi^ t \ qqr 

q? 50 % qqr? yil'fl yysA ^ qqqq ^yiy ^ qntfaq qq^ qq qqfq ^ 

(ii) 304^ qRqjqrq tt qqj qqMr^t ^ ^qq'flci) ^ qq yt qfqt ^ qyj^ qq^ qr^ qqryq wvjfq qq 
qHT t ’ 

(ill) qqqq fSrqyq RtR ^qqr qqqq yfe yfqq q aqqfSqp sifSr^ f^qfcr qqifqT t 1 srqy ^ t ft 
3Tqt qq aftfxqq qq Tqpcq f ? 

(iv) RtH tqqqj qqf qq? 1?p qfqT qy iff 'yf^ qy?' armR qy qrqii qq y# f 1 qqy qq -q)^ 

3 qwT' mfN qy Bt yqpqr t ^ 

(v) yffyq sif^qpfyr qFqrrFff iryr Rpqr qq yFT t, yqfr qq? qqqjp qyqrq c^qry q^y^ 

q?r qqqq qq^Wt^f R^qq? yryftqqf ^ ■<siuq?i: yyyriq qqf qq y^r t 

(vi) ?yT Ryqrq ^ Mq y^q ^ q€[q q)cT ?qf^ q#’ f 1 qyg, q? qqqr ^ f?P q^f qq? fSp 

3Tqy a<£)q tftcr qyt q^ yryfreFT q^ eldi t cff f^^qiqqft qqff q^ qy yrq^f ^ 70% 

^ 3 qq>| ^ qrq gq:'qqiq'lvrn qjq qy ^ qRqyfq yqfJfeT Ftnr 1 


7 . 2 . yrqpfr ^gqm^ ^ f^qqf^rfeq grj^ %q qq ;- 

Rth qqyr ( qq 4 )tfl<i)) 

(i) ^ qqT ^ q^ fMq ql^qqit y^ aqqiy qy 'arft^' y^frqqy f^pqr t 1 qq^ q^f 2000-2001 

argyfiqq qqqpM qy 26.0 0y)'S y?qq f I F^f qif 2001-2002 ^ afk 20.0 ypytq qqq 

y^yf ypy^ f 1 Fq arq q? f gq wr^ ^ f 1 ^yq^ q^pyp qq yryffqq aqqyqq? f 1 

(ii) y^fqqit^ ^f arr^ qr^ q|qt qy qyrq ■^qqrarf q?r 50% q^ qyj^ y^ yiqif q^ dc^yq qsyqr aqqyqyp 

t gq »)) yqq qy^ f I fF Rlt RM RR^ FF ‘qqFTy’ q^ ^ I 

(lii) qfqqiff^f y^ q)?it y^ ypjyq' qqq ■^qqra# q 5 t 50% q^t qyj^ qit eqq?r f^rqfyq" ^ f^yqq if 
qqr t I 

(iv) Fq ypyjy q?f yqftaq ^ 1 ^ y^rqq 4 f€f y^ ftqfyp 23 v^<Hr 4 , 2 ooo y^ qq '^r arqqq q# e) 1 qFrqxrq 
qqj^ RTf^fqjyq ^ arq fPTq f^qr t 1 qryf yrrqqcfr^t y^ qqq qq q 5 f wfq ypy^ qq qqq 
q€f qr 1 

(v) F^ 'RfcfqTF' “Rf^ aqqqq' qyrq ■^qqiq qrqr^ qi) qwHKcii qRqRfd ypyif ^ afq^ qqyff 
q^ ^ qyrqqf ypy^ qff aiiqyq^di ^ 1 i^qqr gif ^ q^^q I 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA EXTRAORDINARY 


[Pari HI—Sa^ 4J 


(vi) ^ 1^ y-kllcj t I cTTTT 500 cfT^ 

^ tJIdl \33ETr ^ I H'Sd ^lui'tci fvHT TT^I TPTT flJim T>T 3ll^c||*i fcElJT 

t I ^ T '-f? 5lfR I|?r -ET^ff <55^ I ft-EW? ^ TaTT >r.jT^ ^ f?Tfe?T 

ciuf^ (wifb|criyu| f^'ll'EfT 8 OFFRT2001 TT ^ ’fl 'ddlis' T1J ftlgait ^ ?llf^?l T'ici ^) I 

(vii) TfEHl TTTcT T7 T tlC 'H5<1 TtH eTHT ^ I ■sTcl'i ^ ff 

(3TSlf?T ^T^rTHiTfl ^ ^ I HIHdl ^ 3(f5Ef7 ’JTcTH Etm 11 

(vm) 3Er^ 3ff^ ^ cm ^[?r ^en 5tc?r t i 


^ 7 ^ WET cIT?^ T?#f^lWT 



(l) ctjHiJI f^ElMZT ^ ^15—=f<J eF 5lfriRcta 3fuf^ '^fl ftNT[«f ^ ^ 1 


TE^'^r ^ f^ EEETfl^ ^ TEH TJHTdfl El 50".. t|?I ERJ^ ijofd STfrlREvT Tlf^ f I ET TcH 
fc^E HE TEHr ^ I hEtIETE^ E! ETcfHIcT Hf W EJRtREcT Et^ I 


^TE^ TTtTg ^5 Tet ^ Ret wtf^iWT (httihw) 

(i) EE[diIEfr El EHIEH EEt ET'E TE E?T EEsil ETEI^F TEMF^ EHHH EE ^ETE?f ElEaTT E^ tTcfl | 

IH E^VE'M E?f -illETEEHlT E I..TI ''JETIM ETl eR ■? 

(n) cltET/R hiieE 3TTf^ \j1'1'1 eRhTEH v'ME’E'E EicT Oflf^E) 'TMH; 3JR ^l.d\HTET (fO?YTE>E E0 ...^Wn 

Elcfr ^ EPFT E) ETR ^ 4 e[E Ei?l ^ i HTN Midi E EEHJK' ftlEHTd .-f?! f I ^1 

M'lg fEH ^ EtH ^EcTT E jte TT ETTr^l ^ I 

7 5 ci||H0 felfjgcl eEe MIRyd E??E <F RHv tE'ITM') 7 I'ht.lMV 2001 cTEi E5 'i-HE E. tdk’ M541 Hi''F 

eE ai^Ef^ ^ ^ E^ p!it I 

81 "gEEl^ E RMe fEHT W El EH^VlrE E fHE ^El EE (‘HEH EE wfEREE 

^jEEl/TEEfl<FEE E^ ^ [.Ef^TcT c|"l'l fETET i* I RiRli.f '-l"fE E tEE ME E'’’^ 41E E^e EE t' — 

(l) EH41^M Tt Wtl^-cH fEHT EfH ElelT ETEI ME 2000 -2001 Ml felE ^lE.MlcfT fTTHI Mi 8f=piEE 28 67 EtOMO 
^ ■'JEf^pTH E?1 E^TTT E 27 06 EtoEO t* I EE fEB'N MH '■leRlI Mi eEtH 4''iJ EEE Eld MiaiMIrf 
eE fEriMd eE EffR ill^l cfFH e 4?IEW El tE.(d bK El EiK"! 3 Ee EH blET I Ef lE EE^ 
t Re TRf EmTETcT ^jEHT E ^^hEKE E IEE MIE eEt ?llfEd ^ I 

(ii) WRH dl'TcT iR NTH-c! sRe fEfEH (.ETEcT EEMil El [E^EEH EE OTtTTE sf^TcE ENE ph fEETE 

RFH W t I 

(ill) eEeH d^STEHE EEKE E EmI—M l'! fEETfuTcT ^'-.11 'IE fTHTE fEEEefET HMEtE eET E | Mf'R ET ^1 h 
3i(mmiE E ET ^ 3l^Ml'll df EtEI fE^lfE MMR'fd ■tEI M>^ TTEhT H 'JITtTR H MMHH ^ E 
RlM.ldl 'MNl si'll I 

(i\) eHH fM'HE eE 1999-2000 E) tdE 70"„ EM mIE^FT TfEd MHEI ^ EFMIIM eE 2000-2001 E7 fElE 
ExH ENflHTET ETdEMIlMTE ^ fcTE 63 8".. EE dl'TE f-ITET E | :J^IE5 GTkTfTME eE 1994 d ETH EEHTaiT 
E eE^ TRIIEH eEI ^MII E 3lk ^.nldT hE mm 'T-rTEftH Eivn me EHIIE fEHT ETlEir g I 

(v) TtEI 'iiMl'iH T M.14??ld ERpEHt Ell ^eEI&E MrMMi lE eE ullrll g 1 5HT M)l^ HET 8EE?IE E E dl 
\Hf ElET Ml f$TT eEi El ETTITeH EiT ITHTE Elfl fEiRI ETTtTT E 1 3HT Erofdf T ETtEeH ME ETcEE 
^ eE E RFET EET t I ^TlRn 'UTim EE EHTTE [EiET EETE E I 



[HFini— 
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(vi) Tjf^ SfFFT^ ^iTTtTR 47 4TP1 cjiiai cTHT^ ^ f«rfe'n' w4f^fSr 7-1774 ^ 1 

'>fr?T7 qTR ^ ^ 311^ 7fr74 %rr TITITIT 3Tl?f^f5 ^ I ?7Tfi4IJ TffT^nM eTFTT 477TTf^ ^ 
il ^3K 3rnTR 47) 7RT# 77#! Tifr TT^nfl t I 

Tnj'^M 3ll^ 7^477^4 47^x77 it 447ftTM f^tc7%7T 5^ 7f?T f^JI7 t- 

(i) TTl^ITtlttt 3fl7 iiiTtMt!) 47 #4 gli 47717 7^ 37-7747 Tprt ^777717 7jq477nft 7^ m^TIH 7^ 37fMt771 

77T?n W^lf-tdl ^^7477 *) 10 8 HlciV 4^) iTJ^cTii 7T774if't77 4^74 4474 77447 Elldl I 4T77T4 4 T^TsfliflTfr 
(41 ft41) 4 3174 4Ti,7 4tc7T 44 44fc7 4 ifrif? 774 iT^TT^ 374)5777 eldl ^ I v7c7T47 ^^4 4 3774 4T77 
Tldl 4T7T iinfecT 77)44474 4474^ 10 5 4)47 t I W 4447 3744477)) 4 37T4 474 4777) 4 )?44 )444 
-44 4 10 0 *)147 44 4477^ 447^ 4Tk)1 ^ | 

( 11 ) 417 200 n 2001 T 4144 77T?7T 44T47TT t1h 47 47 777444)4 47 )^ 145477 447 474 74i[44 24 23 45^ 

741 ; 4 474) )• uli'dOl '1 77 447 ) 4)4 444 44474 4 x!74774 4777 7 3 0 457)4 444 t 477 ^4 7774] 4^ 
iJTT 444 45 f74 44)47 4^) T I 

(ill) ^4c7 4 10 8 '7)47 it) 454 7 47P4if77)) 45 4774 45 447^ 77^) ^HTD t I ?777^ 44i,^ 

45T \ji 7741 M *) 3TT4 47 7 47c77 77 4774 ft4dI3lT 44 50’u 44577 4575) ^ DTTJ 47^7^ )%4T 4TT4T &| 
\j745t4)5^ c 8 f44 511447 4F 7) 74747 bl^) 4747 ^44477 45 44#))€7 4?7 4x14 7D4737T 7^ ifrd? 4^4 
^ uir-t 4?7 41717 4 457I>! d -iTJTni! 477714774 54747 444)iM 4^7 7377747)^774 5741 | 54 77i)) 457j,377 
cOT tin4 4 774 ?) 54 1 ) 714 ^ 4 377^ 41t^ 47777 TTTfMT^I 4?f 7^ 37537777 t4 77 ^ 4474s57T 

45 50" 0 TTv) 47J^ TsRtTT ^ I 

(i\) 4471 4 3'^’4?T77 (fi 4^77777 45t 7747)75)77 3T)crR47T 714774 7^ 477 7)]7 ^7jdij 7^ f^4 45 

77d4 77 44<))(M7 4 '■T^bT ^ )^ qU 7745 f* )47f44 c7T?47 1)] 45^477 47 757477 7^ 774 1) 474744^77 
4417 417 777KI 45T77 77>7f747 45771 t 3)77 Tl-^ Wl 1) 1J74?777 7^ 45774 4774) f) 37)tr4> 

>,314 F47 ^ I 

(\) 44 74)) 4()) )T 7iT0dTf4^/4'4477377^1ii) 4 3774 47^ 47777 7) 477745 3T7444 47 7)4^)^ 44 4x74 

44771311 44 SO’, vjFJ 45741 51'4)a'r77 bITn 4 I 417774 4 i'47M)7)) cp) TTfiiiTiM 4177 414 4 445 417 
34"=T17 47 444 14^41 47774 ^ I 

F77 4T4i.] 47 447)44)] Tfl 447^ 445f^ 7144 7J441 45 7744 4 )^fi4)c7)l!£777 1>57)77 4477)] # - 

(I) 4F 47744 444Vfr4) £il77 15747^7 )544l^4|4r77 7))4 345-477 47 r4547 447 ^7 - 

(45) 144777 TF'imd 41) 1994 4 ^377 >47 F7T)^4 ^4777 77?l)44 4fd 4F^ 77 445747 o') 447 i) I 

(47) 444 7774474 7)47 777)^ 44477 4774 4t?7 FT 7F1 $ 47^ 773)1) 4774 47)) )M?i 4^] t I 

(4) 41) 2000-2001 45 4)774 44^4 45 3737574 47 37c4fET45 744 14547 447 t I 

(II) 44Mft:l -] 47717 4 'Jc^lTI )4)47 145 4x74 777m771 4577)457774 7^ SltfR Tp)^ 4777|4 4774 4^7 mi 

777471:774 4F ^I^tT 14547 441 47 )45 477774 7f) 1999-2000 7^ 3714)^] 775 3TT4T4 44 1^7 447 m 
973 TJt) 2000-2001 44 (.37477 l^tTR"! 77747 4444 775477 t I 4F 47447 Ft47 )^ F47 47)774544 47 

45) 7777 4?jc45 ^77(77 4-45 )5W)f)77 f4547 t 3l)4 ^77)^ 34347774 )^ 47lft 477)7 44J745 4 ^)^ 4?f 474T 
47 ft5;)T7 4)^ ch f)4T 47 44) 77 774l?777 37)7777 477477 ft«7))T 4)) IIOfTTF T) 4774 # | 

447M,1] c7)7 47445 (74 ft-())i| qR4T47 4)] 775)l«4 7574 37)4 44 4747 4#^ 777757 7757;)(75744) 

47 x55||rH 44 47711<7 4544 774 ■^f'T7444' ■g^cld77477 4^ Fl 747574 1 ^74 4jf^77 77S4 t f45 4n)) 4474774) 
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^ 5T^ ^ TRW OTfafe TTEET^T ^FT TTlftFI ^ 

am TmMtft mi argmEi uf ^ rnimr aOTmrr uttcit t eft trw airf^fe 

FT FT'^FT (TfEJJ^T TcR T?) T? FTTeTT t I ?TfFt aiRtf^Frl, TmTeRTcT TT 

Fft 5tnm ^Fftm f^FFT? ferf^m FJEhFWff Ft 3ITFfcT ^JFf^FFzff TTF^T FpMt ^ 
1%f?FT FTTFcI vrerft Ffra FR^ ft aiFTR FFTF FR^ t. I 

^fRTT WTT Frn FT^ Ft FET f% OTT TTI^I^t^t ^ IKpFf ^ ^sPWT: WlFF FT TF? T^ftFTR 

FR fcTFr FTTcTT t, cTF qW ^ Fjf^ aiRlftjF^ RFIef tut F^^FFR SRI FRF 

FFJcF? Fft WtffteT FRF fcT? (F^) F^t F^ FT^FT^ FFf f?PF f^FT T? FTTeff t I 

?IET FE It'ftTeT FRFf ’ft FTFF t FTF 5RJFF^ ^JcTT F^t f 4 F^ aiFf^t (aifcfFT TRFTT gRT FFef 
3 Tt) TRIRt ft eTSF ^ W^JeFI FS%^f[ TT?nFF F?I FPT FR^ FT irFFTTF 3TTFR F^ 
gt FFTTr I ET FTf?tFRF F5^ FR TTC fEtTFI t M^JcF) tFFT FF7 3fF ^ TEtteT FT mR^IIF 
Hpiq|4r|. FFJoF) FT TRflFF F^ ^ TIFTTT I 

(ill) F F^t ^ f^ vj+iFt 3TTF ai^FTFt ^ 'jEfF'tt^t Fteft ^ Et^ Ficfl FTF aftT Rl4^11 ^FT 

IF FF-FF (’TT^t) F FTFFFf FTlfttF t I Rt^Ffl ^FT lA FF-F? Ft FFRT FxTF Fit AA FtA FIRiRFF 
RIF A fA F TfKRTF'TF A FFrIfF tr liqAAiit Ft) Fit TIFF FiF ff fAfTT fA AriT 

FT WTf I 5FT Fft im-FF Ft FIRR RTEFf Fit RTF F^t FTf^cT Ft) JRJcFI fF#RT A 'RTFTT F#F' 

y'TFft F gril-iJFFcEf FRil?F Fit lA^FR FcIF lEgFFl AtFTF Ft fAl? Ftt^ FFaeli F^ t I 

(iv) ET HIfA ff ^FF efFTT FFFt f4 2000-2001 '^IfTF SI^SRI eTRFTfR FT f3tT 25 23 FrftE FFitl 

F[ CITF t I TffFTRRF A feTFR FT % frUrft FTTF fAl? WIficiF FTF ^Mci Fit FFTF TTir^ Ip 

feTF cTRFt'fF ^PlFlA FTcT t, ^ TTF F^f ^ TTFTft I FT^, FE RTFTT Tf^ F^ ft TTFTT, FTTF?) 

RTFF F>) FTJFFI Ff^FlRF FT FFi 3TArFrf FFFI EtFT I 

FtFT FTTT^ F^ iTejfrI Ft TF^F FE '•ft FTFFT EtFT fit? TsT^ FF aRFFRI cFF TRTftcT ^Fdl FT 
f^ 7 F FFT ftFT cFF, Fit ttcT TTFFTFf& ff RIF FFPF FIT TTFkTT t, FT tAtct FTft f 4 , fftRlft FE FRT 
Tpq f F f^pETR FfTit Fft 3 T^Fffr F^ FT TTFTft I FIFT ?TTF>t ST^FfTT A OTTcft t, FF 
FTfi ejfF F?f aRFFTFT '^cT A FT^R F^cFlt Fit TCTTA FtET FEF FRFT ^F I 

FFffnfnft wi FTgr rifct fcTFRi enf 1998-99 afR 1999-2000 fIttf frftW arjTSFF ft Fft^ iff 

Ftff FTlfeT I tAfR F^ 2000-2001 ft FrTF A 25.23 FRtS FFF Fft Tlftl IFF Fft ^ I ^:, cHl'Id fclFTF 

ipf 2001 -2002 3 ttT 2002—2003 it ETT FF FT &FF FT FTt^ FFf^ fA FRET I (FElftt IRAWA 

F TpFT# 4 Fit 2001-2002 ft '<^ RTF FT FfAtF AiFT t, AR 'A ETTA gRT FT^E RIFE 

fFFTR ETTFt FiaTF FT TTFsfF Titt FRET) I EF ETFT ft FFifeE fferftt ft FE EfFd TTF ft argFTF ftflFT 

FT TIFIET ^ fft) FrAifrft '■TtRfi STFR ft TTeTFrtF 3 T^STF FT 3 RF 1 ?TFI TT^T RTF fA FRET I Eft 

fcFTF T TTIE FTJFFI fftElfTE Ft FFtFTFT?t, E^ ^FET FT TRF anTerf^tE TTFTTF IFF A T 5 F ^ fctFR 
AlFf 'iTTET afR EF FF), fORTA ffTF RTF A ffTcEF AeT t, F F^ TST^ ETRFT 3 TTFTFF 5 eW 1 Tj|ttl, 
Fit 2002-2003 EFI ERlpitiT FT RIF fA tf^FT FTTFT f, FE aRlrl T 5 F ft ai^FTF AlFT FTET t Al 

Fit 2000 -2001 F fiTF FR ERFntuT FiT RTF Fit 2002-2003 EFI EFR^ ETFT Rtft TEFT 1 E^ RTF 

F TTIE '-gH ar^TSTHl ERFntR FT RTF Fit arTTerf^tE TtFRF RTF A T 5 F ff FtFT RTET ^ aftr Eft TRftl^ 
(.FIFE fFET^I F Fit 2000-2001 ft iftF FFf Fft aTFf& F^ TsfTct ETRT RTET t I 

FEI FE EfAeT FRFT TTFE t Al F^ 2001-2002 aftT 2002-2003 RIFE ffarfet ETt FTlt A 

fRF TTFE t 1 .^FT FtFR Fif 2000—2001 Ft ERFnfui RTF FT f^FR FR-) feTF FHAnlffl 
FTE aTFFTTi FF <ffeFlRT Ft) arjFfE ^t RTTfl t Et ERFTtR FT EtA FtA RTF TTF^f ff FTJRP 
Fft fFlfft eArT Ff| 3TTF?FFIEf fA eW), FFtfFi FEef RTFE ffeTl% Fvt Ft^iF 

RfE FRF F?T Ftfi; TTFEET fA ^ I 

(v) 1TF4tiM if TTFFE: aTFA FlfitFI ftlT ^ aTTFR FT Fit 2000-2001 ^ FTH TRaTHTET FIRtFiRTF 
E^ WftfFE RTFE AfTF FT^E fFiFT t I ip FTETF ^ TTF FT^ RTFE aTTFi^ Fft ^RFT ’t FFTRF 



[MFT in—75^5 4] 
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oznr, af^f 'Hhiwi aik aw amfer sra ^f nk^cfn t i cTenPl, ^ ^ 

2000-2001 ^ ?n wftl^ aif^P^ ^ aimN ^ 2001-2002 afk 2002-2003 ^ wft%T ^irct 
iTf^ ftpnr t 1 T^fkinRcron, ci^ 2001-2002 fc^rr f^rnikcT ^[n 

2001—2002 alk 2002—2003 fk'J '^c(f^*iiP|c1 nyil cf) WW? "nWET ^ I ^ 2001—2002 

alk 2002—2003 ^ affcii^ amra w??iici air^ ^ 

^ fePJ vjlll^ % I 

aiRiRcki, iTNT HFm R|qy''i ^ ijjft afk aiRaMk ^ 

^ ^pfinjT f I ^ ^ tt^et ^r ?nk ^ iranj ^p? cJ5t 

'Wttflcfj'Tui ^ t I ^ arl^r^n?! gjftnt ^ yi(?i4)>!U| nM nrdyjc^' aJk xmafr^t 

nwT X3^ xik i[r^ x^fcff ^et ^ yid^jc^ 'kiciT^ # ^rmtERi xjnMr^t ^ ^ 

aPT^ ant?! ^ ?PTn f^fnir w eit i f^lR xfr, ^ ^ ff atw eiFm ftyw ^kiR Wr 

^ apRTP? ny w hih ^rtt y?f t i xjki?! afk ^ ^rnm 

k«jf^ w a(i4)cH cp>r^ f^ xjn^ki^ gM anneT f^rcppp Pinf^Ryci wrtwn nxr f:_ 

(ep) xjy4t>M ^ iTT^ xjcrfgTTHf if qfkiql^ ^ ERn aifE^ nrj ^ ^f ydkfd 

t I 2000-2001 E^ ■nripT ft cj^ 2001-2002 3ik 2002-2003 ^ f^ kmtkm 

ijsfr ypft t I wftl^ WPET (cidiyq Erf 2001-2002 aft? 2002-2003 wrf^ 9 RnMtriy 1 ' 
E^ E(f ^ffEffSm ErfT ^ f^tgai «?fiER arfER^ ^ n^i'ijr mrr f i 

(S') yij^tftft f 'TPjyt htih e^ fky EpjfirttcT '^'jtt 'ERT cjufa ffjzrr f 1 'hth ■'fr^ptctt' <Ri4tf>eiiH 
E^ feiy ERTjMtcT fpft afcPT ^ ytiRfcl •ift Ef?t yf f I Eff 2001—2002 ^ 2002—2003 E^ 

ERTEktts ^ ft 5Rgn yft Ejtt yf t I yyftftft gm tr^ ffRtt ayy?t ^ ^Tyry 
f kryeT letfER afk PiEjtf^ci xjyfr c^ #et af^ gjf cRiilvtid xjsfr ypy yyr t i 

(y) Wtert Tmtyyf ^ aifty vit^ afk 4)i4?1ki xjatt ^ Efy Eff aiRaikttf ^ ?my 
E^ ffytfiiy xjpft E^ ^ f ypir yyr t i 

(y) yy^rft€r f ffytfky xjyfr yy any yf i8.5% Ef5t yy yy yryr t i yfyitfer Rnyrr ffyyy 
f, aiRaMf E(?r ar^yf^ ysyRra yrry# ^ yry^ f ?yT yryy aTgy1% ffy yrr yf aiRarkttf 
E^ ai^ypT 19,5% Ef 5 t yy yy ft yf t i 

(^) Ejftft ^ RCT IT 7 fzf spur ERT sjy ^r^cR Ef ysry f yyj yR affy ^y; ffytfkcT faft yy 
ayy e^ ytyxyy ^ yryy fr yR ffyft ej^ yf t i ertr yy Eyrs Eft yt etr Ejtt ^yr ffyEtt 
Erf ymtl^ erryET ffEppy f fyi ffyr yyi t i 

(vi) xjf fyiyryf f yy ffy^ypr Ef aTfty 'yyTy yryaRiETT' ERifcReiiy Ef ffry Rryn ffyyR Eft yrnff^TEi 
1f5yT yEjT f I ymrl?ry crryEi ffcpRi ar^yy-i Ef yry f yRRy f i 

ykitf^ cyyrr ffERRi ^ft gyryr f yyftftft irRi yygn crryEi (fy'Ri ^ yERffci "yrry yryaFTrrr cR i fcRd i y 
Ef ffry ciMid tferf^ yy yiTyRT ftf ffEp ■yyr f :— 


Erf 



WxiMd any yy yid^lddl er ^ y 
ffETR arfStfy (+) yT3T(-) 





'^‘I'lilyict <R cii'la 

yRitfycT oyyy fyyyR 


ffcryxy Ef ar^yR 

cf ar^yyy 

2000-2001 

(-) 40.5"/o 

(+) 19.0% 

2001-2002 

(+) 64.2% 

(+) 32.1% 

2002-2003 

(+) 63.5% 

(+) 32.4% 
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^ ^T?T cFF RtTT c|i4aiaff TfTlREf ^ TfRT cpff ^ (hIeFF cffrTT ^ 

ift 'Rtr ^cPchim arf^r^ ^ t I 

(vii) ^ ^ ^rafSr, 'RfET ^aiHcTT' cbl44>dN VMW 3 i1Mr "cl^lldl t, TPj4 TrET sfN 

rtr 3fk TYfr ^;f?rEjKi BiFm t i 3Tr?m t % ^^mraT ^ 3 tri 

RYtqr 3ITffefe-^^|i|dl M t | RliSERH ^f?r ^f&tcT ^ WT7 WW ^ 

t I 3ER RYER airfSfe WRRTT ■EETRT 1%^ RTFfT t ?ft REE tRETaff R?T 

RRT cpT^ rVr t" I cTRlI^, RTf^EERR RTETf 3nfSfcF TrgTRcTT TTRIRR R? fcTRlT 

R^ f^RR ^ 1 RT?RT 3Rf§fe TTRTRcR ^ ^ RR '^T TTRTRR R?f R’^ RTfeEIcTTR I ^ 

R5t RFTrT Rlf^IRRH RRzfcFeinfi, Rft RTRRR 3rf?r^ RRlfcI |f, fcREJ RR R^T 'iCl Rc/SEPR 

RTW>! 3TTf?fR^ WRRT RTl R^REI TcR R^ RR f%4R f%RT 8R I Rli^EFRH R^T RRRRR Nlf^fcE 

TIfFRTT RT Rf>tn "^11% sfN RTRcT RR^R^MR ^ RTRT RE5RR 31%^ ^ EF^TRi^l 

^ Re:|iywifclc1 RtET ^R^TTSff TmiHR R?f 3TgRl% ^ RR EEl^ R^ t I 

(viii) vjiei Rep rIr RR RTRy R? •RlRI'i'^ldRI RtET RRNt ^ cfrR RciRi RRT RfR ■^Rdl, RTRlcrfcRR 

afr? Rt^r 1%RKJ RR ’JRRH RiRRT t I ^ RET ^ ^ RTRTg RR^RJrrr RTd t, R^ 

RtR RTRePRm STIMr ^f t 1 ?RTRR 3ief Rf ^ t 1% RET-RTRT^ RRT^ RRT MIRl^f^vR 3ffR rY^ 
1%RTR STRT y<sR RRR^ 1eEJ TTRRR: RRTRERR apYI^Tcf I R? RR) ^ RTRRR 

f^ 3TRR RtTR ^RRTSlf tY RRfRR SR^tR) Tf?TRRT R?T^ RRcff ^ cY rY^I feERR SfiR RTRfcRfeRT 
RR RET •>Yt Tmlf^ lY, RRT #TT afk ^ RT ^ RRTR RrMrT RRTR ?TRT I ERH 
fR. RR)Rf anRR RR RtTR ^RRIsY rY RRIH^ R^ RTR^ ^ f>tR RR ^ RR rY^ RREPJjY 

RRTR R^ ftRT t I 

RTRR Rf% cnRcT fY«lfY 3ffT RTEET 3 Tt 1^ TTITRRT STfelReW, RtR YRRTSff RY R^ Y f^R^T 

^ RY 3T^Rf^ R^ YY P^nfelRacI cfR % Yt WT t :- 

(RT) RT^ eY R^RR RTRTRR UTR RcT RR 3T^RR RRpRT IYrYtR ^ fYfR '^aTTRRR' fYrW 
rY err Y ^ lERST RRR RR 31TRR ^RT TtYr RRT Y?cR 3ffT hitr^Y cZIR?TT Y I 

(Tsr) 5RRTR <Yr^ fYYwYl Rt?Y eY ter Y rtr YRciraY rY TrYttYR rttY rT fYn? t i o re pYu i 
RR RTR TTRR RR ^ rYYr Ytcff ^RT YY ^ROTRT RRcTT t I RHRtYr cZEI eRT TFJY rY?! fYYwYf 
Mid RR SldRd RRtY sYt rYYr RldY eY 3ER RYtT—TTRT g' RRtY RR RR) RR RTRT RTTY 
^ f$IR RTER R)TY RR rY^ RRTR R^f t I R^tR^ TR Y TtrYYYY RTT RRR rY R^ 

■R? RRR RTtYY Y fY) ctYYR Yd RKTRIcT cgcT RldlMld RR 50% 1 

(r) YrrYYY Y 3rY rtY Yet ttt^r rYirtii Yrrt rr rYr rttY Y fYiR \rYYY Y r^trt Y 

3T3RR RtR YrRRY RR 50% 3TRT t I ?TTRR rY^ RRTR R^t t fY) fR REY Y RrYYM 

Y RtR TR5TRRT Y STfYfYRrT RET—TTR^ RRYRTeTTRf Y dlY rY RTTRT aRf®fR) TTRTTETT (rI^ 

rt) YY rY aiYm rjY rY RnYf t I R? reY^Yir f fYr YrrYVY Y sttY rtY rEt 
rrYiYtY rY YrYf 1 %rrt rtsirt rtrIYtYEr strt rYI rttY i iY ertr Y tt^Y rtR Ytittrrt 

Y RRETST RTTRT 3TTI^ TfFTRRT Y RRTR RRsjEM Y fY^R TRT RT RTJER) rY ^ Y rY 
rY RTTY T^RRT RRY feTR RTRITREEF Y I 

(ix) TTTRRT Y Yllrt'ld fYYR Y RT^TTTT ciYr YtT R^ERT fYYRTRTYt YcT Y RRJERT Y 70% RT PidfRa 
(Yrt Ridi ^ I ciYr YcT rY "ERR Y TTR Y fYtjlRd rY etttY uTRIY fclY i'IiY YcT rY rY 3trY1rY 
YcTT Y TiR Y ^oEdPfd RY ETTY ^ I RRJERT Y fYlfY TtYETR Y STRYIrY YYtT RY ^ETRT Y 30% 
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^ prge^P (^ "wj ^ ^ 3ri?i^ ^ w ?t^) st^m 

^ f^. fcf^TFTPft ^ ^ f2r^ gm ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ g^: 

^ arf^Rn^ t i ^ t ^ ?raf?r 3 r^ ^ ge^if^f?! ^ 

f, ’TP?^ w? Tf crg^ ^itT uiTcfr t 3jk wftER fcitjiRri eTFm fcfcPFr ^r 

3M 'm fl-HloT W? ^ t I 'ST?T W ■‘ft ^pfM ^ 1% r[€lTT ^ff?ff ^ 30% ^ R^JI<Jd 

feP? ^fR^PR gp RiHjT ^^PcT '3^ dT?|x!s| ^pt ttT ^ ep ^ f^I'^ymT'Tl 'itcT 14R^ 

^r 3TRfR?r ^ ^ ^ g^c|f?f?l 1^ TTXJ ^ I ^1? ^ 3HcRcT Rf^cl t I ^ ^ 

^ cPT Rr^?RlT^ TTtcf ^ ^ ■?TrST 30“/o ^ RP^ RR ^ feP? ?t€Rt 

^FTfrmRrp ^ f%w ci^ tfppr ^Jimr t i ^ ’tRiri ^ WRf pRft^rr 

^ iR?rra ^FR^ wf ?pr ^ cpRT w ^jttctt t i 

(x) ^ pf#ra tfRT ^ ^ pRitRicT ^ ^fR^ ^ wm^fT rot ^prr rt^ ^gRrsTT. 

3?'^ ^ WJTtR if ^ RT t, WR cT^ RcTRlTcT cR ^r?TcIT ^ t I RiH 
Rrg 'diRW aRcTT ^ teR ^^RPT RRT ^IR^ ^ RitJ wRtTRT^ ^3WT ^RR ^pRr ^ PPPcTT 

t, ^ w^ff ^ fcpfnr ^ ^rt^ 5711 ^^ 13 # ^ stri ^mt rj i srp. 

cf^R q'rcft ^ RqiiJcTt WcTT t eft ^iRRPfl fcfrfR rRT ept ^RRf?r gf^ ^ tRTfRT 'iM'W 

^RTR ^ gcrfgfnRrcT rcirtct cTcp ^riRTRT OTefairr Rrf?T ^ gffT f^pm otpr bWti 
cTTRPtRRP RRT^ pf, RT^Pfr^I R R c^cra W^H dl'W ^ cPRut I^^^IMimI Rtclt R? srfciRcpd 6ft^ 'SM'^ 
18.5% SlRsMf^ t??r CR^ ^R^ ^f?r ■>fl HTT ^ t 1 IPRPT 3T®I R? t wr PRPfeqPT 
R^IlilcT Pp TO Pf 3Rr^ aiRfclPT ^ (^IFT W f^) ^ f^RR ^ ^ ctRR Rff t, 

^ HRplxTTafr c^ 3TRJ TOf ^PR RfrTjRd RR^ R?! RTR RRRT t I gR^T^ 5RT aRRTRT RRT R? 
gfep^RT «rgR '^Rfrf tPFT TO TfTOTT 1 

(xi) ^R TOT^ 13R^ %RT RRT t, TO^Rgi^ Tf TO^ RT^ RtR TOTO RPf (#ReT) ^ ^ RR^PM 

Rgpep R'7 WR ^cRafl TO SO'Po 3TRT f I Rtcff TO TOTR ^RcR'Sff TO 50% TOR^ TO RTTOTR 
RBrTOR TOR arfSfPpRR Rit eroi SORI pt fcTO RRT t I RRf% srf^PlRR R^t ERR 50?J ^ 1tFf^ TOTRSpf 
R?f gcR^ TOR #RT ^ R^ RR%, TO^ t^TOT E^TOPfr^f ^ TOR^ ITORTOT TO?^ RT^ Rtcff TO TOftTOcR TO 
TOR R^ TORRT TO RTOR, R^ TO RTRRT RlRT 1% RTRP# ^ fePR 3#ftTOT TOPTO TOt SlPiilPld 

TOgf^ ^ RPRpff R TOg RTRerr rRT R Rrr tort FtRT I RU'dRl'^t R toR RtcR gTR RT3R R^ 

rtR (Rrpt) To rtoRr top f^ralRR toR t i RR rtrrR R rtto r^ rtR (^^rpt) ^ toRr fcR? r^t 
rrIRct fRprR rep rrr Rrrt ^ RRtfRrd tofR rR gzjro rRr to IRrr tort gfRdRRd i to rr^ 

TORT 3TRTTOTOP t RP R^ RTORr fcTR ^l?PtT TOTO toRtoTT RTR (RRRT) TOTcT TORR ^ RRR R RtRf I 

fcTTORcT- totRRM, toto toRtott rtR (Rrrt) TO IRr? TO RR ^ wfRgl^ ^ fRrg eRtopM ^ tor to 
TOPR l t I RRP, TOTOT toRtot TOR (RrH) RRRRR^I ^ rIRtoT^ R. toRcTO TO TORR pR iRclgfcf Rf TOST 
3TRR fRR?T TO artRTOR ^ ^TOT TOT? rR rIRr tot R' RTR TO TOTOR t I TORR RIRtoRTOPTOT, RtoRTR 

?MRtr RTOrR, fRpfrR totoR tor rrRRR^ ^ (^ ^) afcnjfRf toIRto ^ tort? to RPr^t 
TOPR TOTruaR TOT ?t?R1Rr toR to RTR totR ef^RcR TO 3 rR tot rTtR to ?RR totr Rrrtr tort ?ttort 
t I 3TR? ttrRRr to?R rR R?R TOR6T fRIR TOTRi^ totRT t Rt R^rRIRi R toR rt^ RTcR rR ?trrr; rrRRRRT 
<R TOR RTcT-?fTOg rrRtotoR rR to?to TOf^ ?T?TRcTT RR rR RTrjrt f^-sRrr aR? rrRRRRT rR tRrrRTRT 
TO TOdt rR gfR TO fcTR Rrrt R rtot^ rrtr ??3R to TOfcTfRRd TOR rtoR to feTR RPR rtoR TO rtR R 

RrTOPM TOt? RTTOTT (RRRTOTR?TR) TO rTO TO RHTTO Rt? TO ERTR IRrT TOT ?TR>cTT 1 1 RRTOgTO ?TO TO, RhTOTOTO 

aff? TOgRTOTO TO TOtr ??! ?trr R ^tot rto? TO rtTOtot TO fTOg rrrrt TO rrt t i rto? rR RpTOarr rptR 

?TRR Rpro TOR RT?Tt TO TOtR RPTO fTOj trt ^g^riTO TO TOrR RPRT RTORTO TO ?TRkTT t I 
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^ iikif Tf hf; ^ 5o% cff^ ^ tttc?! 

^ Wl ^ Tm mi ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t i ^ RHFT ?\FT f?fj WIFF ^^?IRT aifSit^Fm 

cf?t trm 50^ FFi^ ^ arf^jWT ^ ^f 6o% wr cFtht f^rerff^ ti 

tff ^fffSFPnn ^ ^ ^ I^TElfl^ gF? t afr^ ^ dR^Flf^ FFT^ 

^r ^Hrerr ^ratwr FFf ^ ^ f?F# ^e^RFilt ciFm ^ aFrnr ^ 

tFl cR^ ^ t 1 ^TFf) arfcT^^ffT IFTT, ^ ^ ’’ft Slf^ ^ HT^ t, ^ ^ 

cf5t vf T ft^l g5t ara TfiRT^ ^ l^tTelTT ^R^ ^ aiMTOcRll t | ^ erfH ^T T?3^ ^ 

#? R RT R R7 WT HfTT ^ 3I^5TT t, FR TJ? RJe^ aPT^ TTNP^f "RflRT 
.arspfT RRt ^ mm TEftarr ^r?I aiw r^irt rictt t i 

(xii) RH "^RTT cPTT^ cf?f aRWciT uRmif aiTfJR R TJH«il4l(?l PH cl?[ ^)cf1 

^ I y1?r IX^ 3fRR R RR ■^Rmi ePTHT arf^ gf^RFTcT ^ "IRRTT t I RT^W^ ?T RF ^ 
R?-eR arr^ Ttcff rsjt rfh ^ rr '^RFarf cf?r (srfci 

FTf? 3RR R) ^ yfcT aTFR R ^ ■'ST ^ fePJT FIT TWRT t, ^ ^gSM cl^t ^ WFRR 

^ FtftcRT R t^RePRI ^ 1^ RR eRT R^F TWtRFTfl aRF^ ^ 3RR "^i ^f#FN 

f?Rn FF TFFcF I RR '^RTTaff ^ FT 3F?t F^3^5^ TWlRT ^TTclT t, Rlf^ 

yrnf^ -JF^ arrfR ^ tr aR# TPtrerr FU^t F?r argnt^ 

■^t 'uTpft t l ■jff, aTRP^r FFTRF TF?taTr/aTT^ Rt ^ PR Rf TT^ftRT ^ f^ 

afRF URlcI cRR TFR R1 f^erf^ R fcT^ ^ f^RR RT^ RT f^ RRT % 1 

(xiii) ijF^^ ^ phM€\ afri fIttrM ^ fm ^ ^ Tratr ^r rr ^rtr rr^ rr^ 

^ ^ PR ^ iratRl RRl RT RRF 1^ t I ^TT TmtfR RT RPR ^^SR: 

^^TRF^t^r cTR TTR^ c^cra, THW RjIcRT EPf (^RcT) RT RJET RT Tt %Tt aflT ^ %ft, 

Rt f^r^ RT ^ TRTftRf TFT ^ 1^ RT^Wt^ aflT T^FjRft^T TT ^ ^ RT^ f, ^ aiR 

Rg^. ii RTT t I RRTfcR TRllRT RTTf^ RT^ 3Tst ^ RT^ c^ aif^ 

t I KTR n R5^ fT, TRTTf^ mfm ai^Fitl^cr f?tRT RRT % I ^T ^ t f?F Ri^tM 
IRT t^RJT RF '1#? #Fr RT RR ’^RFTT RFT^ ^ RJlaRTsf TFR t I RR ^RTF? 

RR TfRiafl" RT^ R RFT^ Rldt f I 'RR T?RT' 3fN 'gT^T T^FT' 4 Tf ftaiR RTl^ 

RRTcT F^ t 1 

FTFT RTcF t t% RI^FM TFJof RR '^RF RT ’iJFPR RT% R^ ^ ^ T^RtM ^ RtMT^ 
F?r RR ^^RFaff RT 50% RJR F^ f^FR RTR t 1 ^^RT ^i^RF?T^t aflT RT^Ffr€f RT^ 

R^ F^ ^ RFcft T^RfM ^ TRM€t F?t RR tRF3Tf RT 50% RJR F FRT 

c^ TRF ^ aTTTRR RT^ ^ ^ RF RR RvT^ RT^ F^T 3FFRTRR t I 

(xiv) RT^F5t^T f^rf^F' RTF '^f^R ’’JcRtPItT RJ^R c^ RRFTRT ^ TRf^ %jJ5T Ref Rt TTRlfSlcT 

RT^ RT RFTF 1^ ^ I F? Rf^TRm ’^TT RFF A TF^F arl^RSR 3T7^ Rt^ RT ^ t 1 

^ 6FR TTRT fTJ TF?F arf^TlRF 3TT^ ^ Rt^TRTR RTT argFffer RT ^ FfeTRFF 

afFTR^R RF ^ FTR tFRaff TT«f1^ 3Tj-g^ ^ Tjf^ RTFT ^ 1 

(xv) FF^ftM Tftt FTcF R FRT RFT^T ^ TTFf^lcT R TTg^T ^ FpfFcT aflT ^ RF ^ RF^cR 

affr Fld^eR ■^FcFaff TTTftFF ^ FF^'ff?l RTFF ^ TTFI^ RTTfFT^ ^ RF RF 
RT RtSTRTF ^ ftFR t%R FFT FT I FTT RF^ ^ F? f^TFffet RT^ f?tT 3TF^ FFT^jffRTR 

^ FeFR fF ^ Fff f^®Tf^ ^-TTR? FRT RFT^ ^ FFtRFTTf fT^fFRl^ RTTR ?tR FTftF, RFTT 
FTf RF ^ FR f^TRR FRF Ff^ RT% RT f^F^F fcTR FR FT I FST FR FWf^ ?TT RF^ 
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^ ’TPT ^ IT? ^ 33^raT W t, ’ft yHiftftlift fftf^FT -^ft HR ^ fll3 3fRR'cj5 

'd'mai eft fftik; TR’ftejR jft 'ffH ft TP7H ftl drift's: fftRT 'Jiiai ^ I 

10, mRijiihci: 3ik fftij wWf cTerr wr ^ ehjr ffti? sirn iTftftrwrr ?t^ 

ftteft eftt tfl'^ctl'i ftftft 'T? MtH ftlRTT ^ wftfcpf eft fftlkj Tprftftft^l' ef5T WtdN aRcftcfjR tl5'i!ai ^ I ■RTftftfr^t efft 

3Frftr ^CTdwrftt ^ ffto? aorft "^ftr ^ ttr ^ iiimch ’rnftm ^ft fcR arw w-wm do4>M fftjR Wr ^ 
fft^TT UTKTT t I 


10.2. i^H^iiftift ^ftr WT ftwTsfr ^ ft PinlftiRsid ^fftnk’r argftlfftcT t, ^ ’trct ^ft yrpr 

ft ?R 3nft?T iftt 3?1?ft?j;ERT tfft cTFffti^ ^ 30 fftftt ^ wffti qqrftt ^ :- 

(i) (4) ?mT afR PinfftiR^ci ^ qfcTwrfftcT fft^rr 351^1 t 1 

"( 4 ) 3ftipnM ft anft qr^ qftT, 3 fr 1%ftt qiR’q 3 ft fttci qqfttftr#! ft arrft t, ftt ijqft’ERT arq;^ 
■Eft arjfTR ftftq qrR ftqcTT EPT amiT d'lmi 3JTTRTT I cTaTlfft, fftftq ^ qqftftft^f 3lk vftkjqftlift 

■Eft ftiR qqftf ^ ^ crrftl ftteft qq vioftew arg^ Eft arjfqq ijft q^q ftqcn qqr^ 

qqtqft I qqftrftr^t ft qftjyf qqq ftqcTraft qq ’jqnrq Epqft qj^ tM qft iftqqftr^r ft qqMf€t Efft 
qqq ftrrcqaft Eft 50 % ept g;qcTrq Ef^qft qft arraTEjcRTT q^ t I" 

(li) qEji q^ fSequ^i ■^Rsqr (7) fftfqrgqR wf^cc eftt uiioi ^ :— 

"( 7 ) qqpftEfqqq qRfcT qftr qft fttcr-^qq^ qqR qrqjft Eft qqtqrqref "q^iq” 3 tcm "■ffttqpqftt" 

^ ft EfftfE^ Efjqft Eft fftiq Rnqfqq^ eprep iftiff; aflq qqqf qft 37eTqT qiTTEft qcqq Eftt 

?qT ■qftftjrqref qft^ ■ftqcRq ■q^ gVn 1 " 


10.3. ■qf wiRi0'<ui PinfftiRaq qqftq rrrtft'd Epqft eft fftrq qq^^tcpqq (e) ft ^fRftyq qft ftr 

argfttfftq Efvjqr t :- 

"(6) (ep) apg^ ft fftftqrqpft ftlftf Eft fftqr qqR qRftk fep, qRcfra ftep araTcTT 

qTCTHEp tept arafcTT apq qREPPft ^rq eft teftf, qq fftf^ fftqq 

qnq, inqr ari^nsjf^ qrofR ipq qq qq qrqgpq qrofiR -^qq ft arqfrqft gsr Eft WcRq Eft 
qrq qrqftik qqq ft qraflq 1 ftjq qnqft 1 ft^ft if qqrq ■fttqr ft ftm eft qft?! Eftr qpftEq 
Efft ffttjHM qfqq fcrfftqq qq qrftt Emqftf 1 

(^) ■fftfftqq ■qq E[ft fftqfftq qrftlarr Eftqr fftq ■ft aifftEp eft fftqj qqTq ft qnEpft qrft qftfl eft qrqft 
ft, qftft Eft qftjT E(?r ciift'tsi ft! ftftrr fftqf ft qEfj qrq Eftr qqqftf 1 ftft qrqftt ft fftfftfq Ejq 
anEqq qqfterr Eft qrqq ftft^q qqjEjq fftfftqq qq Eft qfqft ft qmrfftcT qrq eftr qRcjfftd ^1” 

ftqr 10.3 ft qqqrfftq qftfftqq Eftqq[ aflqqiRcb qfftf^e ^ fftrq f ej^ ^qr qrfftEfiqq qrqr ?qr qftjq 
ft qrf^ qq^ adftwp anftqT ft qajiPiqfRd qqpft ^ t i 


qq. TFqq, aqqfp 
[fft5nqq/nTqv/i43/200i/3TOiqi. ] 
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R'ji, ^Eff RTRdftRr ftt 

RET fRERTR 

(cRTE3' R)RR) 

EPR 

TfO ftWTT 

1998-99 

1999- 2000 

SREfTR RTt 

2000-01 



lERT MKclclR 

2001-02 2002-03 

I. 

aiRi 







(i) WT tlRTT? 

1,935.92 

2,250.20 

2,547.07 

2,302.07 

2,370 08 


(ii) tIWTTF 

- 

99 26 

101.31 

101.31 

101.31 


(iii) Rlc4 t fc^ 

25.38 

92.77 

133.34 

40.00 

40 00 


(iv) 3fTR 

8712 

56.82 

59.61 

59.61 

59 61 


^ iraiTFi aim (r) 

2,048 42 

2,499.05 

2,841.33 

2,502.99 

2,571.00 

II. 

HUMR ^IFRT 







(i) WeFT cURTI 

259.12 

340.26 

506.83 

446.38 

480.57 


(ii) anwf^rcT FiFm 



841.07 

841.07 

841 07 


(iii) TJcR¥EfT 

46.73 

48 75 

51 29 

51.29 

51.29 


^ IJtlloH cIRTcT (II) 

305.85 

389,01 

1,399.19 

1,338.74 

1,372.93 

III. 

Ref W^ 

75 20 

70.18 

31741 

87.48 

90.72 

IV. 

MET R?f ?lRRr vIMRsOT 

106.85 

107.65 

403.49 

124.78 

134 34 

V. 

arMr/ER^ (i-ii-iii-iv) 

1,560,52 

1,932.21 

721.24 

951.99 

973.01 

VI 

Rf^RJT^ fclehlR fcR ^ RT EETM 

46.21 

43 61 

40 21 

35 89 

31 45 

VII. 

RlEra 3lMR/En?T (V-VI) 

1,514,31 

1,888.60 

681.03 

916.10 

941.56 

VIII. 

PirIRHci Tjufr 

1,019.41 

1.184,38 

014.22 

762.93 

711.64 

IX. 

l^ejlRnci ■'jjff RT 19.6% R?f RR 

198.78 

230.95 

158.77 

148.77 

138 77 


RT arm 






X. 

Rrifrf^RT RR 19.5%) R?r RR RR 

152.57 

187.34 

118 56 

112.88 

107.32 


aim-kldl^ll RR SRM (IX-VI) 






XI. 

RrjfffiSRT ^aff RR ariR aftr "aWf rr 

1,361 74 

1,701 26 

562.47 

003 22 

834 24 


WIRT ^ RTR-RIRcT aif?I^/EITRr (VII-X) 






XII. 

Rtirdi aiTR RfcRRT E^ RiR ^1 RTRFT 

66.5% 

68.1%) 

19.8%, 

32.1%, 

32.4%, 


(XI/I) 



[vmiii—"^^4] 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTWICATION 

New Delhi, the 28th November, 2001 

No. TAMP/47/2001-MBPT. —In exercise ofthepowers conferred by Section 49 ofthc Major PorlTrusts Act, 1963 
(38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of tlie proposal of tlie Mumbai Port Trust for revision of 
Port Dues on all vessels except Coastal Vessels as in the Order appended hereto. 



Applicant 


This case relates to a proposal received from the Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) for 
revision of Port Dues on all vessels except coastal vessels. 

2.1. In its proposal, the MBPT has made the following points; 

(I). Port Dues on all vessels were revised with effect from 20 May 1991. In pursuance of 
Government directions, the Port Dues were denominated in dollar terms with effect 
from 2 June 1992. Subsequently, the unit of charging Port Dues was changed from 
NRT' to ‘GRT’ basis from 23 January 1994 Port Dues on vessels have not been 
revised since 1994. 

(ii) . The Government has directed all the major ports to review the port charges once in 

three years Revision of Port Dues is already overdue. The Port has also incurred 
considerable expenditure on dredqing of the main channel to facilitate deep drafted 
vessels. 

(iii) . A comparison of the existing Port Dues levied at the MBPT with those of the JNPT 

indicates that rates at the JNPT are much higher though its channel length is shorter. 
Further, Port Duos are leviable at the JNPT on every visit as against the levy of this 
charge once a month at the MBPT. 

(Iv). In the meeting of the Board of Trustees It was clarified that though this service perse 
was not in deficit, the proposed revision in rates would be necessary considering the 
overall financial situation (of the Port) and increasing costs on dredging and 
maintenance (of channel) 

2.2. The MBPT has proposed the following revisions/amendments to the Schedule of Port 
Dues In the MBPT Scale of Rates.- 

(i). The Port Dues have been proposed to be revised in respect of foreign-going vessels 
as given below: 



Vessel chargeable 

Rate of Port Dues per GRT 
(in US cents) 



Existing 

Proposed 

1 

Foreign going vessels of 3000 tons and 
upwards (except fishing boats) 

17 

20 

2. 

Foreign going vessels of 10 Tons and 
upwards but less than 3000 tons 
(except fishing boats) 

12 

14 

3. 

Tugs, boats ferry boats and river boats, 
whether propelled by steam or other 
mechanical means arriving from ports 
outside India 

12 

14 
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(ii) . It has not proposed any revision of Port Dues on coastal vessels on the ground that 

any Increase in the tariffs on coastal vessels will adversely affect the attempts of the 
port to attract coastal cargo to the Mumbai Port 

(iii) . A note at SI.No.(4) of explanations in the Schedule of Port Dues was incorporated in 

1997 prescribing levy of full Port Dues as per the Schedule in respect of vessels 
plying between the MBPT and the JNPT for carriage of cargo. This was applicable 
for vessels plying only between the MBPT and the JNPT and not in respect of vessels 
engaged in foreign trade or coastal trade and calling from other ports. This 
explanation was not accepted by the Audit as it resulted in vessels paying additional 
charges to the MBPT. To obviate such difficulties to the trade, the MBPT has 
proposed to amend this provision as given below. 

“The vessels visiting the JNPT, if for any reason same vessels visit the MBPT, 
half of the Port dues recoverable as per the above schedule shall be levied. 
Vessels plying exclusively between the MBPT and the JNPT for carriage of 
cargo and not sailing out of Mumbai Hartour Limits, however, shall be levied 
full Port dues as per the above schedule.” 

(iv) . The MBPT has also proposed to incorporate the provision about re-conversion of 

dollar denominated tariffs at the time of billing based on a common adoption Order In 
this regard passed by the Authority. 

(v) . All other existing provisions in the Schedule of Port Dues are proposed to be 

retained. 


3.1. The proposal of the MBPT was circulated among various port users/representative 

bodies of port users and the JNPT for their comments. The comments received from them are 
summarised below; 


The Jawaharlal Nehru Po rt Trust (JNPTI 

(i) . In pursuance of an agreement signed in August 1989 between the MBPT and the 

JNPT, the JNPT Is recovering half of the MBPT Port Dues from vessels calling at the 
JNPT and remitting the same to the MBPT. 

(ii) . It has no objection to the MBPT proposal tor increasing its Port dues. The JNPT has, 

however, taken up with the MBPT the Issue of charging 50% of the MBPT Port dues 
at the JNPT. It has requested the MBPT to review the matter as twelve years have 
passed since the signing of the agreement. 

(ili). The MBPT has stated that though this service is not In deficit, the revision in Port Due 
is proposed considering the overall financial situation and increasing costs on 
dredging and maintenance. The Authority may examine this in the context of Its 
stated policy of not allowing cross-subsidisation. 

The Container ShiDDino Lines Aasoclatlon (CSLA) 

(i) . Taking into consideration an average depreciation in Indian Rupee of 6% per annum, 

the Port Dues have gone up by nearly 36% in the last six years (i.e. since the last 
revision). With the introduction of 5% service tax. the effective increase in rates 
proposed by the MBPT will be approximately 19%. 

(ii) . The Port has confirmed that this service per se Is not in deficit The attempt to 

improve the overall financial situation by cross-subsidising the other services from the 
surplus arising from revision proposed in Port Dues is contrary to the guidelines 
prescribed by the TAMP. 

(iii) . There is no change in the available draft at the Mumbai Port. The dredging done by 

the MBPT is In nature of routine maintenance, which is fundamental for any Port/ 
Terminal. 

(Iv). The vessels calling at the JNPT/NSICT are required to pay 50% of the Port dues to 
the MBPT for every call The MBPT must have made huge surplus without rendering 
any extra service due to steep increase in traffic at the JNPT/NSICT from 1994 
onwards; and, also due to increase in the size of vessels. 





[HFTTII—’?3^4] 
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(v). The proposed rate increase shall have severe implications on the vessel-related 
charges at the JNPT/NSICT. This will make the port call cost at these ports 
uncompetitive. 

(vl). The Government plana to develop the JNPT/NSICT as a major transhipment hub and 
the MBPT has a role to play in promotion of hub and spoke concept. Any Increase in 
vessel related cost, therefore, will be detrimental to these efforts. 

lnrilflnJ!»rchiin.ft Chambgr-UMQ 

It has no comments to offer on the MBPT proposal. 

3.2. We have not received any comments from the Bombay Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry, MANSA, WISA, INSA and SCI, despite reminders. 

3.3. A copy each of the comments received from the representative bodies of port users 
and the JNPT was fon/varded to the MBPT as feedback Information. 


4.1. On a preliminary scrutiny of the proposal, the MBPT was requested to submit the 

proposal as per the proforma prescribed by this Authority for submission of tariff proposals. It was 
requested also to furnish separate cost statements for the Port as a whole and for the entire vessel 
related activities. The MBPT was also requested to furnish additional/information/ clarifications / 
comments on certain points. Some of the main points raised are as follows; 


(i) . Traffic projections need to be justified with reference to the Port’s five year 

plans/MOU signed with the Govt. The vessel traffic estimates relating to the JNPT 
shall be indicated separately. 

(ii) . Proportion of foreign-going vessels to coastal vessels. 

(iii) . The proposal of the MBPT for not increasing Port Dues for coastal vessels appears to 

be contrary to generally accepted principle. The reasons for requiring the foreign- 
going vessels to contribute more than the accepted level of cross-subsidy In favour of 
coastal vessels is to be clarified. 


4.2. In response, the MBPT has submitted the proposal in the prescribed proforma 

alongwith the following clarifications / additional information; 


(i). The disparity in rates between the foreign-going vessel and the coastal vessel need 
not be maintained now at 100% to 70%, since prior to conversion of vessel-related 
charges In dollar terms, the Port Dues in respect of coastal vessels were prescribed 
at 44% of the tariff applicable for foreign-going vessel. 


(ii) . The MBPT does not work out service-wise capital employed. The ROCE for the port 

as a whole is worked out and then apportioned to each of the services on the basis of 
net block of each service for the purpose of revision of charges. 

(iii) . Proportion of foreign-going vessel to coastal vessel is 52;48 and 50;50 for the years 

1999-2000 and 2000-2001 respectively. 

(iv) . Any increase in Port Dues on coastal vessels will have an adverse affect on the 

Port's attempt to boost coastal cargo through the Prince’s and Victoria docks which 
are lying unutilised. The MBPT does not like to witness a further fall in coastal cargo. 


5. Subsequently, the MBPT was requested to offer additional information/clarffication on 

the various points arising out of its earlier reply. Some of the main points raised are summarised 
below; 


(i). The vessel traffic prpjections must include vessels calling at the JNPT; and, income 
from such vessels need to be Indicated separately. 
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(ii). Breakup of operating cost and the basis of apportionment of various cost elements 

(ili). The MBPT has accepted the fact that net block of assets for each services are 

identifiable. The capital employed and, return on capital employed, therefore, need to 
be calculated specifically for this activity. 

(iv) . Reasons for proposing a further Increase when the cost statement prima facie, 

indicates a huge surplus In the region of 70% of the operating income after allowing 
18.5% return on capital employed. 

(v) . Cost statement in the prescribed proforma for the years 2000-01 (actuals), 2001-02 

(BE) and 2002-03 (projected). 

(vi) . Reasons for resorting to piece-meal revision of tariff instead of reviewing the whole 

tariff structure of the Port. 


6. An Agreement relating to the procedure to be followed for using the common user 

channel was signed between the MBPT and the JNPT on 31 August 1989 Clause 18 of this 
Agreement provides for a review after sufficient experience is gathered in implementation The 
Agreement also stipulates that the JNPT will collect and remit to the MBPT the Port Dues leviable as 
per MBPT's Scale of Rates. The documents furnished by the JNPT indicate that it has already 
proposed to the MBPT for a review of the Agreement, but, response from the MBPT is awaited for 
more than a year now In this backdrop, the MBPT was requested to specifically comment on the 
points made by the JNPT about review of the Agreement relating to common user channel. 

7 /1 A joint hearing in this case was held at the MBPT on 13 August 2001. At the joint 

hearing, the Chairman of this Authority requested the MBPT to specifically address the following 
points, apart from its submissions on any other issues it would like to argue; 


(i) For vessels going to the JNPT, the MBPT collects 50% of Port Dues. This collection 
IS being made on its behalf by the JNPT with reference to an Agreement between the 
two Ports This Agreement has been In existence since 1989. The Agreement itself 
envisages a review after a few years The JNPT had, in fact, proposed for a review 
some years ago The MBPT has not yet responded. Is it not time for the Agreement 
to be reviewed instead of simply continuing with the 50% charge? 

(ii) In Its computations, has the MBPT reckoned with the revenue earnings to be realised 
from vessels going to the JNPT’ 

(lii). The cost statement shows a (huge) surplus position in respect of the Port Dues cost 
centre. If this is so, how can a further increase be justified? 

(iv) The Port Dues are being levied on a ‘per month' basis even on foreign-going vessels. 
Can It be on a ‘per calf basis’ 

(V) Why IS the MBPT coming with piecemeal proposals for tariff revisions instead of 
formulating comprehensive proposals for all activities as is being done by most other 
major ports’ 

(vi) The proposal specifically excludes coastal vessels. But, it has to be understood that, 
even if there is no revision in the coastal vessel rates, the mere re-adjustment of the 
70% figure with reference to the new rate for foreign-going vessels will involve a 
change in the coastal vessel rate. 


7.2 


At the joint hearing, the following submissions were made. 


The Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) 

(i) Based on the financial resultsofearlieryear accounts, we admitted the 'surplus’. We 
have spent Rs 26 0 crores on maintenance dredging in 2000-01. We have to spend 





[ ■HFT [11—4 ] 


■•TOT ^ Tnrr^ : 


Rs. 20 0 crores more In 2001-02. We now see that we are in deficit This warrants a 
revision of tariff 

(ii) . With reference to recovery of 50% of Port Dues on vessels calling at the JNPT, it 

needs to be noted that we also incur expenditure. What we get is not, therefore, a 
total ‘gift’ 

(iii) . Recovery of 50% of Port Dues on account of the JNPT vessels has been taken into 

account in our costing. 

(iv) . We were not aware of the JNPT letter of 23 July 2000 for a review of the Agreement 

The TAMP has pointed out this now. We have not had time to examine the said 
JNPT letter. 

(v) . We need to consult our Board of Trustees to change the frequency of levy of Port 

Dues from 'per month' to ‘per call’. Please allow us time. 

(vl). Regarding piece-meal proposal for revision, we have lot of difficulties this year. We 
have incurred nearly Rs. 500 crores loss. Our Board has called for all possible efforts 
to increase revenue. We will explain in detail in our written submission. We will give 
a complete written submission (covering the points raised in the Authority’s letter 
dated 8 August 2001 also) by first week of September. 

(vii). It is incorrect to think that exchange rate fluctuations always benefit the port. We also 
incur expenditure in dollar terms (e.g. payment for VTMS). In such cases we end up 
paying more. 

(viii). Our own oil tanker traffic also requires deeper draft. 

The Container ShlDDlna Lines Aseoctatlon fCSLA) 

(i) . Please take into account additional revenue earning due to exchange rate fluctuation. 

(ii) . The JNPT’s 50% recovery of Port Dues for the MBPT Is a total additionality. It is a 

bonus to the port. The MBPT spends nothing extra on the JNPT traffic 

Mumbai and Nhava-Sheva Ship Agenfs AesoclatlQn (MAN8A) 

(I). The JNPT traffic requires deeper draft; whereas, the MBPT traffic does not. Why 
should wo pay for the JNPT’s requirement? 

(ii). Navigational aids like buoys/markers, etc., hydrographic services and VTMS 
(especially with respect to fishing vessels) are missing at the Port. Our vessels have 
repeatedly complained. Nothing happens; but still Port Due is Increased. 

7.3. The request of the MBPT for time upto 7 September 2001 to file a comprehensive 

written submission was allowed. 

8.1. As decided at the joint hearing, the MBPT has made a written submission giving 

additional Information / clarification on the various points raised by us. The salient points made in the 
written submission are given below: 

(i) . The actual cargo handled at the MBPT is 27.06 MT as against a traffic projection of 

28.67 MT as per the MOD for the year 2000-01. It will fall further due to collapse of 
storm gate and declining trend of traffic witnessed during the last few months. It is 
confirmed that the vessel traffic projections include vessels calling at the JNPT. 

(ii) . A statement Indicating breakup of operating cost and basis of apportionment of 

various cost elements has been furnished. 
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It Is not feasible to work out service-wise capital employed with the present 
accounting system. If it is absolutely essential It may have to be worked out arbitrarily 
based on some assumptions, which may not reflect the comect position. 

(iv). The cost statement indicates a surplus of 70% for the year 1999-2000, however, for 
the year 2000-01 there Is a cost deficit of 63.3% for the Port conservancy activity. 
Further, there has been no revision in Port Dues since 1994; and. hence, It is 
proposed to revise the same now. 

(V). Review of working results of all the services Is undertaken every year. If any service 
Is In surplus, revision of rates for that service is not proposed. In other cases, 
revision has been proposed in that year. Hence, the revision is proposed in piece¬ 
meal. 


(vi). Levy of Port Dues, on 'per call’basis will simplify the billing procedure. Since number 

of vessels calling again at the Port within the same month is not large, rates proposed 
by the MBPT (on 'once in a month’ basis) may be maintained, 

8.2, In repose to the comments of the JNPT and the CSLA, the MBPT has made the 

following main points: 


(i), As per the Agreement between the JNPT and MBPT, the MBPT has to maintain a 
minimum dredged depth of 10.8m in the common user channel, apart from provision 
of navigational aids. In fact vessels visiting the MBPT (docks) require a depth of only 
9 metres. The maximum depth required by vessels visiting Jawahar Dweep Is 10.6 
metres. Thus, a depth of 10.8 m is exclusively maintained for the vessels calling at 
the JNPT. 


(ii). The expense incurred for dredging of common user channel during the year 2000- 
2001 is about Rs. 25.23 crores whereas the revenue out of Port Dues accming from 
the JNPT Is just Rs. 7.30 crores which is not sufficient enough to meet these 
expenses. 

(III). The depth of 10.8 meters in the channel is maintained only for the benefit of the 
JNPT. In return, the JNPT is authorised to collect 50% of the Port Dues from the 
vessels visiting the JNPT. In the event of ship bound for or sailing from the JNPT 
becoming wreck within the port limits of the MBPT, it will be the responsibility of the 
MBPT, to remove the wreck as per the Agreement. Taking into consideration all 
these aspects, recovery of 50% of the Port Dues payable as per MBPT schedule on 
the vessels visiting the JNPT Is justified. 

(iv) . With reference to the CSLA contention about additional revenue accrued to the 

MBPT due to depreciation in rupee, the MBPT has stated that even the Shipping 
Lines collect freight charges and detention charges on containers in dollar terms and 
they have benefited more than the ports on account of depreciation in rupee value. 

(v) . It is not correct that vessels calling at the JNPT/NSICT are required to pay 50% of 

Port Dues to the MBPT at every call. In fact, what is remitted to the MBPT by the 
JNPT is on ’once in a month’ basis 


9. With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of this 

case the following position emerges: 


(i). This proposal is made by the MBPT based mainly on the following three grounds: 

(a) . Last revision was in 1994; another revision is, therefore, overdue. 

(b) . The port conservancy service is not suffering any cost deficit; but, the port as 

a whole is not in the same position. 
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(c). A huge expenditure has been incun-ed during 2000-01 towards maintenance 
of the channel. 

(ii). The MBPT Initially mentioned that there was no cost deficit under Port Conservancy 
activity. Subsequently, It has pointed out that the proposal was made based on 
figures for 1999-2000; but, the cost statement for the year 2000-01 discloses a 
deficit. It is to be recognised that this Authority has prescribed a tariff validity cycle of 
two years and, therefore, takes Into account the average cost position relating to the 
succeeding two years to decide on the quantum of increase in tariff to be followed. 


The MBPT’s approach of reviewing financial results every year and proposing 
revision on only those activities showing deficit cannot be a rational one. It is a well 
known fact that the existing tariff structure at all major ports includes elements of 
cross-subsidisation between different activities. If piece-meal revision, as followed by 
the MBPT, IS adopted, the cross-subsidisation factor (at the existing level) remains 
unaccounted for. Further, a comprehensive review of tariff at the specified time 
interval provides an opportunity to examine various cost elements closely, particularly 
in respect of overheads allocated between various activities. 

Be that as it may, even if the MBPT’s argument of piece-meal revision of tariff is 
accepted, the action (not) taken by it to revise other tariff items remains unexplained 
in view of the huge cost deficit reported for the Port as a whole. 

It is also relevant here to point out that a mere fact of expiry of tariff validity period of 
two years (or 3 years as earlier prescribed by the Government) cannot be a sole 
ground to seek an upward revision of tariff. 

This Authority has clarified on a number of occasions that a review at the end of the 
tariff validity cycle need not necessarily result in an upward revision of tariffs. 

(ill). The MBPT has confirmed that its income estimates include income from the JNPT 
vessels and provision for (future) fluctuation of foreign exchange. The MBPT’s 
comments on the CSLA’s observation about additional benefit to the port on account 
of foreign exchange fluctuation cannot be accepted as relevant Accrual of a benefit 
to the Lines due to foreign exchange fluctuation has no relevance to fixation of Port 
tariffs, except in the context of currency-denomination, in the ‘cost-plus’ regime of 
tariff setting. 

(IV). The major cost element in this case is the expenditure of Rs 25.23 croros incurred 
dunng 2000-01 on maintenance dredging. There cannot be two opinions on the 
CSLA’s point that dredging for maintenance of navigable channel is fundamental for 
any Port But, it cannot be free of cost; the cost thereof has to be an essential 
component of the tariff-computation 

Alongwith the position explained above. It is also to be recognised that abnormal 
expenditure or an accumulated liability or such expenditure incurred which produces 
benefits over a period of time cannot be allowed to be considered only in the year in 
which it is incurred. If this is allowed, then the tariffs are made to bear a permanent 
burden on account of a one time abnormal liability. 

The cost statement furnished by the MBPT shows no expenditure on maintenance 
dredging dunng the years 1998-99 and 1999-2000. Only in 2000-01, the port has 
incurred an expenditure of Rs 25.23 crores. Again, the cost statement Indicates no 
projections of expenditure on this account in the years 2001-02 and 2002-03. 
(Though the MBPT mentioned at the joint hearing about some expenditure In 2001 - 
02, the cost statement furnished by it does not support its statement) From the 
position disclosed by these facts, it can bo reasonably assumed that the MBPT incurs 
huge expenditure on maintenance dredging not on an annual basis. That being so, 
for the purpose of tariff determination, this Jiability will need to be considered as a 
deferred revenue expenditure and written off over the number of years for which the 
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benefit lingers on. Since no expenditure on dredging is to be incuired till 2002-03, it 
is reasonably assumed that the benefit of dredging carried out in 2000-01 will 
continue to be available till the end of 2002-03. That being so, the expenditure on 
maintenance dredging Is treated as deferred revenue expenditure and written off over 
the period of three years from 2000-01 in the revised cost statement. 

It is relevant here to mention that the cost position for the years 2001-02 and 2002-03 
are relevant for this exercise If the approach adopted by the MBPT to consider the 
dredging expenditure only for the year 2000-01 is allowed, there need not be any 
review of tariff with reference to expenditure on dredging, as cost position for the past 
has no relevance to fixing tariff for the future. 

(v) . The MBPT has furnished a revised cost statement for the Port Conservancy activity 

for the year 2000-01 reportedly based on its annual accounts There are major 
changes in the operating expenditure, management and general overheads and other 
allocated expenditure as compared to the cost figures furnished alongwith the original 
proposal. The MBPT has, however, not furnished revised cost statement for the 
years 2001-02 and 2002-03 based on these revised figures of the year 2000-01. As 
a result, there is no apparent correlation between the actual expenditure considered 
for the year 2000-01 with the expenditure projected for the years 2001-02 and 2002- 
03. In the absence of any revised data for the years 2001-02 and 2002-03 the figures 
as indicated in the original proposal are retained tor these two years. 

Further, the cost statement furnished by the MBPT contains many discrepancies 
particularly with reference to computation of capital employed and ROCE. The MBPT 
has not given any satisfactory clarifications to the queries raised by us in this regard. 
In fact, most of these discrepancies were pointed out in this Authority's Order relating 
to the MBPT's proposal for revision of wharfage charges and Pier Dues relating to its 
MOT and PIr Pau jetties. Nevertheless, the MBPT has not bothered to take note of 
the approach adopted in that case to draw up its cost statement in this case. The 
following modifications have been made in the cost statement furnished by the MBPT 
to arrive at a fair and reasonable cost position: 

(a) . The MBPT has not correctly shown the written down value of assets in the 

future projections. It has considered the capital employed for the year2001- 
02 and 2002-03 same as capital employed of 2000-01. In the revised cost 
statement, the depreciation of assets relating to the years 2001-02 and 2002- 
03 has been reduced from the net block figures of the respective years. 

(b) . The MBPT has given the working capital for the port as a whole. The working 

capital for the 'port conservancy' activity has not been indicated separately 
Working capital for the years 2001-02 to 2002-03 has also not been 
furnished. In the absence of any data furnished by the MBPT, the difference 
between the net block and the capital employed is assumed to be the 
working capital. 

(c) . The net block plus working capital subject to the modifications given above, 

has been considered as the capital employed for computation of ROCE. 

(d) . The MBPT has considered a return on capital employed at the rate of 18.5%. 

In the revised cost statement ROCE has been allowed at the rate of 19.5% 
in line with the ROCE being allowed 3^ present m cases of major port trusts. 

(e) . Interest payable on ADB ’.ian ha j '. sen double counted once as an element 

of expenditure and again while computation of return on capital employed. 
This double counting of interest on loan has been eliminated in the revised 
cost statement. 

(vi) . Subject to the analysis made in the foregoing paragraphs, the cost statement for the 

‘port conservancy' activity has been modified. The modified cost statement is 
attached as Annex-1 
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si.t'Hiary of the uc3l position for the 'port conservancy' activity diseased by the 
cost c rtement hirnished by the MBPT vis-d-vis the modified cost statement is given 
below 


Year I 

1 

j 

Net surplus (->-) deficit (•) as a percentage 
of operating income 

i 

1 

As per MBPT’s cost 
statement 

As per modified 
cost statement 

2000-01 

(-) 40.5% 

I (+)19.8% 

2001-02 

(+) 64.2% 

r (+)3.2 1% 

2002-03 

I (f) 63 5% I f+) 32 4% 


Interestingly, f.vf n a lapse of more than seven years since the last revision of 
Port Du 23, fhe port conservancy' activity continues to show a surplus 

(viij. Eventhough the ‘port conservancy’ activity shows a revenue surplus, the Port as a 
whole, and in particular the Port & Dock facilities, show a cost deficit. This implies 
that the income from Port Dues cross-subsidises other vessel related tariffs The 
stated policy of this Authority is against cross-subsidisation If cross-subsidisation is 
to be eliminated completely, the existing rates of Port Dues deserve to be reduced 
This Authority has, however, not taken a final view on complete elimination of cross- 
subsidisation. Total elimination of cross-subsidisation at one go will have serious 
implications Recognising this fact, this Authority had decided to contain cross- 
subsidisation at current levels by not hiking the rates for those activities that show a 
revenue surplus In view of the stated policy of this Authority on cross-subsidisation 
and the revenue surplus position obtained in the relevant activity center, there is no 
justification to allow an uoward revision of Port Dues as proposed by the MBPT. 

(viii) As far as a vessel is concerned, it pays generally three components of port charges 
VIZ, Port Dues, Pilotage and Berth hire At the MBPT, the vessel related activity as a 
whole IS in deficit but Poit Conservancy is in surplus This means, the other two main 
components of vessel related charges viz. Pilotage and Berth hire may perhaps 
require upward adjustment There can be an argument that if cross-subsidy from 
Port Dues is ircrcus*'''! th-' Icivel of increase in berth hire and Pilotage, whenever 
revised, will be less arrd, the total impact on vessel will remain more or less the 
same That being so, the decision of not revising the Port Dues on a stand-alone 
basis does not have any significant bearing on the vessels. 

Apart from the cost position and cross-subsidisation issue discussed above, the 
following three points are also relevant for not allowing any increase in the existing 
rates of Port Dues 

(a) It IS always a better and transparent practice to resort to direct charging 
bearing in mind the 'quid pro quo’ principle for tariff setting emphasised by 
the Supreme Court of India, 

(b) The proposal is for revision of Port Dues only in respect of foreign-going 
vessels The benefit of dredging is equally enjoyed by coastal vessels also. 
There is no apparent reason to shift the entire burden of dredging 
expenditure on foreign-going vessel and make them pay fora portion of other 
vessel related charges of the coastal vessels. Significantly, information 
provided by t.he MBPi reveals that coastal vessel traffic is 50% of the total 
traffic 

(c) Vessels calling at the JNPT pay 50% of the Port Dues as per the MBPT tariff 
for using the common user channel There is no reason why these vessels 
are required to cross-subsidise (at an increased level) the deficit in the vessel 
related activities other thaa Port Conservancy at the MBPT. It is noteworthy 
ttiut the vessels calling at. "ne JNPT do not pay Berth hire or Pilotage to the 
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MBPT. That being so, the continuance of these two items of tariff at a lower 
level at the MBPT due to available cross-subsidy from Port Conservancy is 
immaterial to them. 

(ix) . As per the policy decision of the Government, coastal vessel tariffs are prescribed at 

70% of the foreign-going vessel tariffs. Coastal vessel rates are prescribed in rupee 
terms whereas foreign-going vessel rates are denominated in US dollar terms. In 
order to restore the tariff defferential at the accepted level of 30% (which may have 
widened due to depreciation of the Indian rupee) vis-d-vis the US dollar since the last 
revision of tariff), restatement of coastal vessel tariffs is essential with reference to 
foreign-going vessel rates and the current foreign exchange rates It is noteworthy 
that foreign-going vessel rates, although denominated in US dollar terms, are realised 
in rupees and the cost statement considereo for tariff revision accounts for this 
income in rupees. It is also relevant here to mention that the decision of the 
Government to allow a 30% concession to coastal vessel was not valid only on the 
date when foreign-going vessel tariffs were Initially denominated in US dollar terms. 
It IS a continuing principle. Viewed in this perspective, the arguments of the MBPT 
against adjustment of coastal tariff to maintain a disparity level of 30% with the 
foreign-going vessel rates are found to be misplaced. The MBPT is advised to keep 
this aspect in mind while proposing revision of vessel related charges in future. 

(x) . Another reason advanced by the MBPT for not revising coastal vessel rates Is to give 

a boost to coastal traffic through Its P&V docks facility, which is reportedly lying 
underutilised now. It may be reasonable for a Port to embark on promotional 
measures to achieve better utilisation of capacity available, provided the financial 
burden of such measures do not fall on other sections of its users. If the MBPT wants 
to allow concessional rates to coastal vessels, the resultant financial loss is to be met 
from its general reserves till anticipated traffic picks up to generate adequate revenue 
to cover the loss. In the instant case, the MBPT has not only sought passing the 
additional burden on to foreign-going vessels on account of operating cost but also 
recovery of 18.5% of ROCE. This means, the Port Is not prepared to forego (even) a 
part of Its return in favour of the concessions envisaged but seeks it to be 
compensated by other sections of users. This approach adopted by the MBPT 
cannot be said to be very reasonable 

(xl). As has been mentioned earlier, vessels calling at the JNPT pay 50% of the Port Dues 
at the MBPT tariff for use of the common access channel. The provision to levy 50% 
of the Port Dues on such vessels is derived from Section 50B of the MPT Act. While 
applicability of the provisions contained in Section 50B of the Act to the vessels 
entering the Mumbai Port limit but carrying out cargo operation only at the JNPT 
cannot be questioned, it has to be recognised that the arrangement prescribed In the 
Act for such cases is to be viewed as a provision applicable to cases of a spasmodic 
nature. Usage of the common access channel by the vessels calling at the JNPT Is a 
regular feature. In such cases It will be rational to consider a separate fee for use of 
the common channel instead of linking it with the Port dues payable at one of the 
connected Ports. It is needless to mention that fees for such usage will be with 
reference to the costs relevant to the common user channel. Alternatively, the MBPT 
can seek from the JNPT reimbursement of expenditure incurred on the common user 
channel. Since common user channel is an asset of the MBPT, it can reasonably 
demand an accepted level of return on Its investment alongwith reimbursement of 
cost. As a result, the JNPT can directly levy Port Dues on vessels calling at its 
terminals after revising the existing Port Dues based on the revised costs which will 
Include the re-imbursement (to be) made by it to the MBPT. If such a method of 
direct charging Is adopted, the eidsting position of the JNPT vessels possibly cross- 
subsidising the other vessel related activities of the MBPT and also the arguments of 
the MBPT and the MANSA about the MBPT being forced to incur extra expenditure to 
maintain the depth in the channel to cater to the vessels calling at the JNPT can be 
effectively addressed. Significantly, the Agreement in this connection entered Into 
between the MBPT and the JNPT is also (over) due for a review. While reviewing the 
Agreement, it may be useful for both the Port Trusts to consider the suggestions 
made above. 
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In any case, there is no logic of continuing interminably with the existing system of 
levying 50% of the applicable Port dues on the vessels calling at the JNPT. It has to 
be recognised that Section 506 of the MPT Act prescribes levy of Port Dues at 50% 
in the specified cases as a maximum limit . Eventhough, this Authority can proscribe 
any rate below the maximum level, it is not in a position in the instant case to reduce 
the rate suo motu in the absence of any supporting cost details with reference to the 
common user channel. Further, the Implication of such a reduction of charge, virtilch 
is in force for more than a decade and a half now needs to be analysed in depth. 
That being so, the MBPT is required to address this issue specifically when it 
formulates its proposal for the next general revision of tariffs or comprehensive review 
of vessel related charges. 

(xii). The frequency of levy of Port Dues Is prescribed in the existing MBPT Scale of Rates 
on a per-month basis. It may be more rational to levy Port Dues on a per entry basis. 
The MBPT’s suggestion about the number of vessels repeating In the same month 
being negligible, the existing Port Dues rates (on a per-month basis) can be taken as 
rates on a per-entry basis also cannot be agreed to In the absence of supporting data 
furnished by the Port to analyse the implications of such conversion. Since the rates 
of Port Dues are not revised upward now, the existing basis of charging is allowed to 
continue till the next review of MBPT Scale of Rates. Nevertheless, the MBPT is 
advised to specifically consider this position while formulating Its proposal for the next 
comprehensive review / revision of its Scale of Rates. 

(xiii). The MBPT has proposed an amendment to the existing conditionality in the Scale of 
Rates with reference to the levy of Port Dues in respect of vessels plying between the 
MBPT and the JNPT. This amendment Is proposed mainly to distinguish between the 
vessels using only the common user channel to have access to the JNPT and those 
vessels which ply exclusively between the MBPT and the JNPT for carriage of goods. 
The amendment proposed is more for avoiding any ambiguity in charging. That being 
so, the proposed amendment, deserves to be approved. It appears that the 
reference of ‘harbour limit’ made by the MBPT Is not relevant for the purpose of 
levying port dues. Port Dues are levied for entry into the port limits. There is no need 
to mix up between ‘Port limit’ and ‘Harbour limit’. 

It is understood that vessels paying full port dues at the MBPT are not levied 50% 
share of MBPT’s Port Dues again at the JNPT. In the cases of vessels plying 
exclusively between the JNPT and the MBPT, the non admissibility of 50% of MBPT's 
Port Dues for entry into the JNPT needs to bo explicitly mentioned in the Scale of 
Rates to avoid ambiguity. 

(xiv) . The MBPT has also proposed amendment of the existing conditionality relating to re¬ 

conversion of doliar denominated tariffs at the time of billing. This Authority has 
already passed a common adoption Order in this regard. That being so, the 
formulation already approved by this Authority in the common adoption Order is 
formally Inserted in the Schedule relating to the Port Dues. 

(xv) . The issue relating to charging daughter vessels at the MBPT was considered by this 

Authority as a part of the proceeding relating to the MBPT's proposal for revision of 
wharfage and pier dues at the Marine Oil Terminal and Pir Pau. In that case, it was 
decided to insert a specific provision in the relevant Scale of Rates to prescribe that 
the status of the vessel as borne out of its certification should be the deciding factor 
for the purpose of levying vessel related charges. Even though this issue has not 
been raised as a part of this case, for the sake of internal consistency between the 
different Scale of Rates of the MBPT, a similar provision Is also inserted in the Scale 
of Rates In reference. 


10.1. In the result, and for reasons given above, and based on a collective application of 

mind, this Authority rejects the proposal of the MBPT for revision of Port Dues on all vessels except 
coastal vessels. The MBPT is advised to immediately formulate its proposal for a comprehensive 
review of its Scale of Rates for all activities. 
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10.2. The following amendment# to the MBPTs Schedule of Port Dues are approved which 

will become effective on expiry of 30 days from the date of notification of this Order In the Gazette of 
India: 


(i). The existing explanation number (4) is deleted and substituted by the following: 

“(4). The vessels visiting JNPT, If for any reasons same vessels visit the MBPT, 
half of the Port dues recoverable as per the above Schedule shall be levied. 
However, vessels plying exclusively between the MBPT and the JNPT for carriage of 
cargo shall be levied full Port Dues as per the above Schedule. Vessel paying full 
Port Dues at the MBPT need not pay 50% of MBPTs Port Dues at the JNPT". 


(li). A new note number (7) is Inserted as follows: 

‘(7). The status of the vessel, as borne out by its certification, shall be the deciding 
factor for classifying into ‘coastal’ or foreign-going’ category for the purpose of 
levying vessel related charges; and, the nature of cargo or its origin will not be of any 
relevance for this purpose". 

10.3, This Authority also approves the amendment to the existing explanation number (6) 

to Incorporate the following provisions; 


“(6). (a). The charges prescribed for foreign-going vessels in this Schedule will be 

collected In Indian rupees after conversion of the US currency to its 
equivalent Indian Rupees at the Market Buying Rate notified by the Reserve 
Bank of India, State Bank of India or Its subsidiaries or any other Public 
Sector Banks as may be specified from time to time. The relevant exchange 
rate prevailing on the date of entry of the vessel Into the port limit shall be 
reckoned with In such cases. 

(b). A regular review of exchange rate shall be made once in thirty days from the 
date of entry of the vessels in cases of vessels staying in the Port for more 
than thirty days. In such cases the basis of billing shali change prospectively 
with reference to the appropriate exchange rate prevailing at the time of the 
review." 


The amendment proposed at para 10.3 is only for formal Insertion and has already 
come Into effect as prescribed In the common adoption Order passed in this regard 
by this Authority. 


S SATHYAM, Qiaintian 
fADVT/n]/lV/I43/2(X)I/Exty ] 
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Apn^^-» 


REVISED COST STATEMENT FOR PORT CONSERVANCY SERVICE /FACILITY AT THE MBPT 

(Rs. IN LAKHS) 


SR NO. 


PARTICULARS 


Operating IncofiM 

I) . Port Dues 

II) . Anchorage 

III) . Foes for water conveyance 
hr). MIscellaneoue Income 


2,250 20 
99.26 
92.77 
56.82 


Base Year Without Change 


2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 


2,547.07 2,302.07 

101.31 


ITOTAL OPERAT1NO INCOME I; 


2,400.06 


2,841.33 2,602.00 


Operating Coat 

I) . Operating Cost 

II) . Deferred Dredging cost 

III) . Depreciation 

TOTAL OPERATINO COST 11: 


606.83 

841.07 

51.29 


446.38 

841.07 

51.29 


1,300.10 1,338.7 


Finance A MIscellaneoua Expenditure 
Managameiit and Oeneral Overhead Expenditure 


ISURPLUS/ DEFICrr (MHII-IV) 


1,032.21 


linteiMt on ADB Loan 


NET SURPLUS/ DEFICrT (V - VI) 
Capital Employed 

Retian on capital employed Q 10.5% 


1,888.60 

1,194.38 


230.95 



Return on capital employed 10.6% leea Intsreat on 
loane(IX-V0 


11B.B6\ 112.88 


NET SURPLUS / DEFICfT - after ROCE and interest on I 
loans (VH-X) 


1,701.26 


562.47 803.22 


InET surplus/ DEFICIT ee a percentage of operating 


10.8% 32.1% 


Piinlod by the Manager, Qovt. of India Preae, Fling Road, Maygpurl, New Delhl-11CX)e4 
and Published by the Controller of Publlcatlona, Dftil-ll00S4 — 2001 

















